L 


Horx and UnDiviper 


\. THE TR UE. I 
Scrip ture Doctri ne|| F 


| -» 


4 * 1 


3 $3 29 2 
Continued and Vindicated | 
FROM | "Pals <, 


M 


Printed by J. L. for RICHARD b ns .Y 


The Miſrepreſentations of 


Dr. CLAN K E 
| InANSWER to his R EPL 


4 


— Os: 3 RIES. a 11 
By the Aurnok of the Serture. Doeirine _ 
Publiſhed and Recommended F344 ©. : 

By ROBERT NELSON, Eſq;. | 


* —_— — _ 
= 


LONDON: 1 


— 
A 


at Biſhop Beveridge's-Head in Parer-Noſter | 3 
Roto. MDCCXV. 3 


; 
. 
4 
* 
4 
*2 
EW 


= 


a 
- 
Ls 


* 
* 


* 
* " 
ALS 4+ 


„ 
ry 
„ 


q 


* 
— * — 


* 
* > . A 4 "Y 
_ 1 9 ab - N 4. 
. 3 3 ” . 
0 ? * = « FT. _ oY 0 __ 
5 : — 2 * a * 10 
* 8 Y 
" 4X % N > 


HE Publiſher of theſe Pa- 
pers 1s very ſenſible, that 
they would have appeared m the 
World with greater Advantage, if 
Mr. Nelſon's Letter to the Reverend 
Dr. Clarke, which he had drawn 
a Sketch of, and communicated to 
a Friend, had been finiſhed by him, 
and prefixed to this Anſwer. But 
his much lamented Death, which 15 
attended with the Loſs of many At- 
tempts for the Public Good, has de-. 
pribed the Reader of this uſeful 
Entertainment, which, it maywellhbe 
ſuppoſed, would have been every way 
worthy of thoſe excellent Talents, 
which ſo much diſtinguiſhed him. 
However, there is ſufficient Reaſon 
for the Reader to believe from His 
mtended Anſwer, that, not the 
Rp Meigbi 


Nieigbt of the Objections, but the 
F Adeclming Health of. this moſt valu- 
able Gentleman, was the only Cauſe 
= that prevented a Reply to the Let- 
ter be recemed from the Learned 
Doctor. 


ERR T4 
From Page 1, to 49. read, Scripture · Doctrine. 
7 Line 12. dele pag. 38. 
17. 26. ri. feciſe. 
177. 29. r. Mp, 
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T is neceſſary before I pro- x 
ceed to the Conſideration 
of the Texts, to premiſe 
ſomething in relation to 

the Two General Obſervations 

2 

made by the Doctor. I 
ſay then in Anſwer to the Firſt of them, 


VCHAGQEBTATEs. 


That if the Texts I have ſelected be re- - 
preſented to the Reader in their true Mean= 


ing, there is ſufficient ground, notwith- 
ſtanding the Numbers which remain un- 
touched, for rejecting the Notions advanced 
by the Dr. For ſhould ſuch of thoſe Texts 
be ſeparated from the reſt, which either 
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both Sides agree in; or may be taken in the 24 
Senſe, they are explained in by the Dr. 1 
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2 The True Scriptural Dottrine 


without any Damage or Advantage to ei- 
ther; or have been already ſet in their pro- 


per Light, as importing no more than what 


is contained in the ſelect Paſſages; I con- 
ceive none would remain of ſuch Moment 
and Conſequence, as to infer the Doctrines 
contended for by the Dr. The Life and 
Strength of his whole Scheme, feem to be 
contracted into theſe few Paſlages, I have 
taken from the reſt; and it muſt ſtand 
or fall, as the Explications given of them, 
either by the Dr. or my ſelf, ſhall appear 
to be agreeable to the Analogy of Faith 
delivered to us 1n Scripture. 

In Anſwer to the Second General Obſerva- 
tion, I ſay, If I have ſhewn that the learned 
Dr's Explications are either not agreeable 
to Scripture and Antiquity; or do not come 
up to the Mind of them : And that his Ci- 
tations from the Fathers are many- of them 
produced in a Senſe different from, or ſhort 
of the Meaning of thoſe ancient Writers. 
His Doctrines built upon ſuch Explications 
and Citations, cannot be the Doctrine of 
Scripture and Antiquity. The Dr. fays, 
That I do not ſo much as attempt to prove 


my Notion to be true; — And that it is 


% very hard to gueſs what that Notion or 
« Suppofition is, which I intend to eſta- 
„ bliſh.” Now granting this to be true, 
which whether it be ſo or no I refer to the 


Reader, Docs it therefore follow that the 


Dr. 


r 
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of rb TaTNIT Y Continued. 3 
Dr. is in tlie right? Or becaufe I cannot 
ſet a ſacred Truth in ſo clear a Light, as 
lefſer Matters, that are adequate to our 
Underſtandings, are capable of being placed 
in: Muſt therefore the Dr's Scheme, which 
attempts to bring it down to the Level of 
our Underſtandings, be ſo well contrived, 
as none can refuſe to give their aſſent to it, 
but Men of confuſed and obſcure Notions ? 
And muſt I be faid not to know diſtinctly 
what I intend to prove, when I undertake 
to prove the Dr. miſtaken, . becauſe 
I do not fay ſo much on the other Side, as 
he may be pleaſed to expect, or perhaps 
the Nature of the 'Thing cannot admit of? 
As for the Contradictions and Inconſiſtenc 
charged upon my Writings, I hope, the 
following Papers will clearly ſhew, that 


there is no Foundation for any ſuch Cen- 
{ure. 


I. Matt. xix. 17. There is none good but 
One, that is, God. 


The Dr. in his Anſwer, pag. 40. ſays, 
That one Being, when ſpoken of an in- 
« telligent Agent, is the very fame as one 
“ Perſon. > To which I Anſwer, That if 
the intelligent Agent has but one Subſiſtence, as 
a Man, or Angel, one Being ſpoken of it, is 
ſubjectively the ſame with one Perſon; but 
where the intelligent Agent has more Subſiſt- 
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2 4 The True Scriptural Doctrine 


ences, there one Being ſpoken of it, is ſub- 
jectively the ſame with the Plurality of Perſons 
contained 1n it. But proceeds the Dr. 
« There is no other Notion of a Perſon, 
« than as it ſignifies an intelligent Agent, 
or intelligent Being,” The Notion indeed 
of a Perſon, and an intelligent Being, in rela- 
tion to the Creatures, is the ſame, becauſe 
rach ſuch intelligent Being, is ſuppoſed to have 
but one Subſiſtence : So that the Notion of a 
ſingle Subſiſtence enters into the Idea of a created 
intelligent Being; and Perſon, and intelligent 
Being, may be reciprocally ſpoken the one 
of the other. But the Notion of 4 Perſon, 
and an intelligent Being, in relation to Goa, 
is not the ſame, neither can they be reci- 
procally ſpoken the one of the other; for tho? 
each Divine Perſoz by himſelf is an intelligent 


Being, yet the Divine intelligent Being 1s not 
one Perſon only; becauſe God, who is that 


Divine intelligent Being, is repreſented to us 


in Scripture as having, not one Subſiſtence 


only, but a Plurality of Subſiſtences: So that 
the Notion of a Plarality of Subſiſtences enters 
into the Idea of God, or the Divine intelli- 
gent Being. It then the Term & may be 
rendered one intelligent Being, and there be 
a Plurality of Subſiſtences in that one intelligent 
Being, it will follow, that the good God, who 
is that one intelligent Being, is not one Perſon 


only, but 4 Plurality of Perſons. See N. 597. 


Now that there are a Plurality of Subſiſtences 
| in 
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of the Trinity Continued, 5 
in the Divine intelligent Being, will appear from x 
N. 3, 8, 66, 372, 382, 1050, 1075, 1248. 

he Dr. goes on, pag. 41. If there be 
« any one Paſſage, in any one Greek or 
« DLatin Writer, wherein the Word (cg unus, 
« or any other Maſculine Adjective, placed 
„. abſolutely without any Antecedent Sub- 
„ ̃ ſtantive, (as Selig and &; are placed in 
6 this Text) can poſlibly ſignify either 
Thing or Being, or any thing elſe beſides 
„ Perſon; I will acknowledge my Explica- 
4. & tion of this Text to be erroneous. Firſt, 
It muſt be obſerved, that & may refer to 
5 a Conſequent, as well as an Antecedent Sub- 
ſtantive, as it does in the Text, namely, 
to ò Oꝛòg: And in other Places of Scripture. 
Seconaly, That S abſolutely placed, does 
not refer to any Greet Word expreſſing Per- 
ſon, according to the Dr's Conceſſion, pag. 43. 
but to a Noun of the Maſculine Gender 
generally known and made uſe oh, to ſignify 
a created intelligent Being living uponEarth, 
that 1s, to avon, Man, as Mark xi. 2. Seis 


Fx YO H no Man. 80 1 Tim, vi. 16. GA 1 

"Rt Meg di. ·öů, whom no Man hath ſeen, The 4 
parallel Place to which, 1 John iv. 12. has A 

89\£45 only without 2vIkwa er, as thus; Oy ff 

Sales mwpole rale, no Man hath ſeen 

wn God at any time. E7; alſo is joined with 

: the ſame Noun in the New Teſtament ; as, 


John xi. 50. & d , one Man. So Chap. 
XVIII. 14. and in Rom. v. it is ſometimes 
| B 3 with 


my 
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4 | with db N, and ſometimes without 
6 it; and both seie, and &, are joined 


with az, of the ſame Gender, in other * 
Writings. And the Tranſlators of the Bible "Wo 
ſeem to have been ſo very ſenſible of this 
Truth, as that they generally render Seis, 
no Man; not, no Perſon. In like manner ci 
ec, if it be ſpoken of Men, relates to 
p ο , Or des; and 6 ay, emphatically 
taken, to Ses. See N. 597. 

Thirdly, As then 84\e; belongs to aripon@, 
who is à created intelligent Being, of one Sub- 
ſiſtence; in this reſpect it ſignifies, 20 Perſon. 
But as 6; belongs to 6 Sed, who 15 an uncrea- 
ted intelligent Being, with a Plurality of Sub- 
ſiſtences; in this reſpect, if it be rendred ſe- 
parately, it ſignifies, act one Perſon, but 

one uncreated intelligent Being; which is ma- 
nifeſted to its Creatures in a threefold Sub- 
ſiſtence. 

FTFourthly, A Maſculine Adjective placed 
4 abſolutely, without any Antecedent Sub- 
« ſtantive, may ſignify either Thing, or = 
„ Being; ” as 1 John v. 8. Kai T[& cov ci 1 
A ννν oy TH yi, To Ives , x, mo Ude, 
% To dipper, And there are Three that bear 
Witneſs in Earth, the Spirit, and the Water, 
and the Blood. Where rp& is a Maſculine 55 
Adjective, has no Antecedent Subſtantive ; + 
and yet the Three fignified, are not Three | 
Perſons. So that Gregory Nazzap. obſerves 
upon the Place, That the Term Three, ex- 


preſſed 
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of the T x1xrTy Continued. y 
preſſed in the Maſculine Gender, is followed by 
Three Things of the Neuter Gender, (meaning, 
20 ee, 70 owe, 0 diu, againſt. the 
Rules and Laws of Grammar. I ves agfewiras 
re gheig, Tax vp Ye k Ee maps —— 7 
ve ug dp u, e. Orat. de Spirit. 


5. 603. Which may probably be an Hebra- 


jm; that Language expreſſing the Neuter 
by the ſame Termination that expreſles ei- 
ther the Maſculine or Feminine Gender. 
When on the other Side, had they been 
Three Perſons that had followed, the Lan- 
guage would have bore a Neuter Adjective ; 
as Prov. xxx. 21. Ai Tetav ocilay h yi, To 
5 T:raglo (this ſhews that rei is Neuter) 
s dorzlay Pipea® Sv oll vn Baron, X, pp 
An ofliam, Ka} Gntris s 2xS54AM1, 7 
Sabi xupley, , ponln yourh tv TIy1 avd\gc; 
c. For Three Things the Earth is diſquieted; 
and the Fourth, it cannot bear : If a Servant 
Reign, and a Fool be filled with Meat ; If a 
Handmaid caſt out her Miſtreſs, and an odious 
Woman get a good Husband. 

In Anſwer to paz. 42. it may be faid, 
That foraſmuch as S relates to avlpon@, 
as has been before obſerved, and &; t06 Ses, 
the genuine rendring of the Text is this: 
No Man is good, but the One God; or, God only. 
Or if &; be ſeparately rendred, as it is by 
the Dr. then it runs thus: No Man is good, 
but the one uncreated intelligent gy» that is, 
God. And fo Chryſoſtom, and Theophylatt, 

B 4 Inter- 
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interpret £0\ 645 ; Ut, $09\ c4; a tr ? 
Which is confirmed by like Expreſſions of 
Scripture, as 1 Cor. ii. 11. Te T3 33 Sek, 
(arlp»mwy, as the Beginning of the Verſe 
{hews, ) 0i9\z, & wn m The Ts Sed, that 
is, in the Eugliſb Tranſlation thus: The Things 
4 God knoweth NO MAN, but the Spirit of 
od. The Particles, &uy, not excepting 
God in St. Matthew, and the Spirit of God 
here, from any general Idea, common to 
God, and ths Creature, and referred to by 


ge, ſuch as Perſon is ſuppoſed to be by the 


Dr. but oppoſing God and the Spirit to Men, 


in regard of their Eſſential, Eternal, and 
all Perfect Goodneſs and Ruomledge: The 
want of which is charged upon Men in the 
Term ser. Whence it appears, that as 
there is no ground for the Conſtruction, 
which the Dr. draws from my affirming 
eig to belong to 6 9%, which Conſtruction 


is this: There is no God good, but One God; 


that is, God. So is there none for what he 
calls the plain Conſtruction: There is no Per- 
{on good, but one Perſon; which is, God. The 
Term Se relating to dd , and the 
Term eig to 6 Se%, God, who is more 
than one Perſon; and therefore «7; is not to 
be rendred by one Perſon, but the whole 
thus; No Man is good, but the One God, or 
God only. 

Pag. 43. the Dr. affirms, That the 
„ Word Perſon, is always expreſſed, both 

_— EW | f [44 in 
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of the Tx1n1Ty Continued. 9 
“ in Greek and Latin, by the Maſculine 
« Adjective, and by it only.” To which 
my Anſwer is, That the Maſculine Ad- 
jective always reſpects either d] A, 
or aH, or ſome other Word of the ſame 
Meaning and Gender; the Language re- 
quiring, according to Grammar, that the 
Gender of Adjectives be determined by 
ſome known Subſtantive, to which the 

refer: And there is no ſuch known Sub. 
ſtantive of the Maſculine Gender, as Pt r- 
SON, in the Greet Tongue, according to 
the Dr. So that the Maſculine Adjective, 
muſt neceſſarily be determined in its Gen- 
der by avrlpw>@., Or avie, &c. 

Pag. 44, 45, 46. ſhews, That the Term 
eig, in the following Expreſſion, ye are all one 
(eis) in Chriſt Jeſus, Gal. iii. 8. may ſignifie, 
in a figurative Senſe, one Perſon, or rather 
one Man, as it is ſaid, Epheſ. ii. 15. To make 
in himſelf of Twain, one nem Man; which is un- 
doubtedly true. Vet this does not prove, 
that it could not be written, and might not 
be taken in a neutral Senſe, as well as cc, 
for the Reaſon above given, pag. 6. or thar 
the Tranſlator into the Vulgar Latiz un- 
derſtood not the Meaning, or Uſe of the 


Word; or that thoſe Greet Commentators, 


who explain it by #& owe, rather than by 
£35 DC 5 did not underſtand it in a 
neutral Senſe; eſpecially, ſince if eg had 
been uncapable of. a neutral Meaning, it 

| may 
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10 The True Scriptural Doctrine 
may reaſonably be ſuppoſed, that thoſe 
learned Writers would have been as care- 
ful to have found out a Subſtantive, with 
which it might have agreed, according to 
the Genius of their own Language, as the 
learned Dr. himſelf; and have taken vg 
, which was ready at hand, rather than 
have explained it by a neutral Expreſſion. 
Pag. 47. the learned Dr. is of Opinion, 
That the Words &y eis 6 Se, Mark ii. 7. 
are paraphraſtically rendred, bat God only. 
Whereas, it is the true rendring; as will 
appear, Firſt, From the parallel Place, 
Lukev. 21. which puts in the Place 
of eis: Who can forgive Sins but God alone? & 
a & 5 Seòg; which I had obſerved be- 
tore, and the Dr. took no Notice of. Se- 
condly, From the Uſe of the Hebrew Word 
ane One, which J had ſhewn, N. 2. p. 3. to 
be often excluſive, and ſignify alone. Thirdly, 
From the Teſtimony of Baſil, who upon 
the Words Sele 2yabts £7 pi ei; 6 Sed, makes 
this Remark ; To eig &125de mf pir@. rau 
Snag; The Term One, in this Place, has. the 
ſame Signification with alone. Epiſt. 141. 
Fourthly, From the Reading of Juſtin Martyr, 
who cites the foregoing Paſſage with 4, 
inſtead of ee; SN ayatcs et wi pie. 6 Sede 
6 Tooas Tz m2y12: None is good but God only, 
who mage all Things, p. 141. Edit. Steph. 
So that upon the whole, I am of Opinion, 
that my Concluſion did not outrun my 


Pre- 
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Premiſes, when I ſaid, That an end was 
put to the Criticiſm of Perſonality, founded 
upon the Term ett. 35 

The Dr. proceeds to Authorities, and tells 
us, (That Clem. Alexazdrinus interprets this 
« Text, Matt. xix. 17. exactly, as he does, 
c when he paraphraſeth One, that is, God, 
« by the Words, 6 Tale ws 5 29 79% Sean ; 
« My Father, which is in Heaven,” Now 
if the Expreſſion, my Father, which is in 
Heaven, 10 appropriated the Term Good, to 
the Perſon of the Father, as to exclude the 
Son, it would argue, that this Author un- 
derſtood the Words, eig 6 Sedg, of one Perſon 
only, as the Dr. does. But I conceive it 
will appear from the Deſign of the * Chap- 
ter, whence the Citation is taken, that 
the contrary was intended. Now the De- 
ſign is to prove, that that which is Juſt, 
is Good; for ſome Perſons had advanced a 
Notion, that the Lord (the Word the Peda- 
gogue) was not + Good, becauſe he was 
Juſt. Againſt whom this learned Father 
proceeds to ſhew, that God, and his Word, 
notwithſtanding their Juſtice, were Good, 
becauſe ſuch Acts of Juſtice were intended 
tor the Reformation of the Creature; and 
lays the Foundation of his Reaſoning in their 
being both One, as a Key to the Chapter; 


— — 


* Lib. 1. cap. 8. Pa dag. T Ayaber. 
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affirming, that God hates nothing, which 


he ſupports: And, by Conſequence, that 


the Word hates nothing, becauſe * they are 
bath One, that is, God. That what does not 
hate, loves: That therefore God loves, and 
his Word loves. That he who loves a Thing, 
deſires to profit it: And then, a little after 


adds, that God profits, becauſe he is Good, 


If then the Word does not hate, but love, 
and delire to profit the Creature, becauſe 
he is one with that God, who does not hate, 
but love, and deſire to profit the Crea- 
ture: And it theſe Acts are the Effects of 
Divine Goodneſs in the Father, it will follow, 
that they are the Effects of the ſame Prin- 
ciple in the Word; and that the Word, who 
is one with God the Father in his God- 
head, is alſo + one with him in his || Good- 
zeſs; and is no more to be excluded from 
his Gooareſs, in the Senſe of this Writer, 
than he is from his Godhead. And therefore 
he concludes his Reaſoning anſwerably to 
his Beginning, by aflerting the Unity of both 
in Goahead and Goodneſs after the following 
Manner. 

* As 20 THis d An- * So that it is truly 
Heis xaleter! mo 7% evident, that the God 
avjuuavloey Sl fra wo of All, uw the one only 


* Ey 58 augu, 6 Jess. 

fl O eee ds 323%, ſpoben of the Fatber, p. 124. 
H 8 cue d x7 ebm n &yalomnrn , ſpoken of the 
Son, p. 126. | 


Good 
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of the Trinity Contmued. 13 
Good and Fuſt Creator, vor 7 yay, Nd 
namely, the Son in the oy, do 0p TIz1pl. 
Father. - To. whom be @ n A eig rds d- 
Glory for ever and ever. vas r eiuvay. *Apuy. 
Amen. | P- 119. 

Which is ſo far from being a rhetorical 
Sentence, as the Dr. judges it to be, pag. 89. 
that it is the proper Reſult of the whole 
Chapter. 

The next Citation is out of Origen, who 
recites the Words thus: There is none good, 
but one God the Father, or, God the Father only ; 
& jth eig 6 Fels 6 IIa. Comment. in Johan. 
p. 38, 60. But this Origen tells us, That 
in like manner, as the Saviour is the Image 
of the inviſible God, ſo is he the Image of his 
* When therefore it ſhall be once 
well ſettled how far the Image of God enti- 
tled the Son to Divinity, in the Opinion of 
this Writer, it will then appear how far 
the Image of his Goodneſs entitled him to the 
Appellation of Good. In the mean time J re- 
fer the Reader to what I have faid upon 
Origen, N. 3. 

As for Novatian, I had ſhewn, pag. 68, 
& 27. that he held the Son to be of one 
Subſtance with the Father; or that the 
Subſtance of the Father was communicated 
to the Son; and that therefore he could ne- 
ver intend to exclude him from the Good. 


* Rat 6 gehe & dg tem dev dd Ot IN Ange, Sms x; 
7 , e wtinsy, Comment 10 Matt. P. 377. j 
nets 
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neſs of the Father, a ſubſtantial Attribute. 
The Dr. calls this a remote, metaphyſical, 
and ſcholaſtic Conſequence, pag. 90. 
the Reader judge of the Remoteneſs of it; 
or whether it be the worſe for being icholaſtic 

and metaphyſical. However, I have a fur- 
ther Reaſon for belzeving the Son not to be 
excluded by the Term, alone, when Nowa- 
tian ſays, * Whom alone the Lord juſtly pro © 
ounces to be good; becauſe he is not excluded 
by the like Expreſſions of the ſame Author. 
As for Inſtance; He does not think the Son 
excluded from the Godhead by that Saying, 
That they might know thee the only Trae God, 
and Jeſus Chriſt whom thou haſt ſent, John xvii. 
3. For, ſays he, + He (the Son) joined 
Hhimſelf with God (the True God,) that 
by this Conjunction he might be known to be God 
"alſo, (true God) as really He is, cap. 4. 


$5 þ 


For if the ConjunQion proves him to be 
God, becauſe it joyns him with the God, 
who is True God, it muſt prove him to be 
God, in as True a Senſe, as the God is 
with whom He is joined, that is, to be True 4 


God: For the Conjunction is to ſhew, that 1 
He is united in Godhead with the Father; | 

and ſince the Godhead is but one, He is a 
God like the Father, that is, True God. 
Again: The excluſive Expreſſion, I am God, 


— I 


* Quem ſolum merito bonum pronunciat Dominus, c. 4. 


Deo junxit, ut & Deum per hanc conjunctionem, fic ut 
eſt, intelligi vellet. 


and 
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and there it none other beſide me, Iſa. xlv. 21. 
which he underſtands of the Father, cap. 3. 
is explained afterwards to extend no farther 
than to falſe Gods. If then He never de- 
ſigned to exclude the Son by the latter Ex- 


preſſions, why ſhould He be imagined to do 


it in the former? Tam perſwaded the Con- 
text does not ſhew it. The Truth indeed 
appears to be this; The Father is called the 
One God in this Author, to exclude an 

other co-ordinate God, who might be falſly 


imagined to receive his Being and Attributes 


from himſelf, that is, to exclude any other 
firſ Perſon: But not to exclude the Son 
from the Godhead, who has his Being and 
Attributes from the Father ; as will appear 
from the zoth, and 31ſt Chapters. In the 
latter of which it is ſhewn, That the Unity 
ſpoken of, is of ſuch a fort, as could only 
ſuffer Damage by another innate or co- 
ordinate God, or firſt Perſon: For, fays 
this Writer, 1f * Chriſt had been unoriginated 
like the Father, there muſt have been Two Gods; 
becauſe there would have been two indepen- 
dent Divine Subſtances. But the Son being 
begotten, or receiving his Being and Per- 
fections from the Father, + by a Communion 
of Subſtance, does not deſtroy the Unity, tho? 
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2 


„ 


Duos Chriſtus reddidifſet Deos, fi ſine origine eſſet, ut 
Pater, inventus. Sag: | 


F Per ſubſtantiæ communionem. 


He 
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He is God; becauſe he is not innate, or ano- 
ther firſt and co-ordinate Perſon, and there- 
fore is comprehended, by Virtue of his 
Birth, in the One God: For the Divine Sub- 
ſtance being communicated to the Son with- 
out Diviſion, remains one; and the God- 
head one. As therefore the Unity excludes 
no other but an unbegotten God, or another 
firſt Perſon; ſo does it exclude no other 
than an unbegotten Good : And as the Son 1s 
one God with the Father, by being begotten 
of him; fo is He one Good allo. As for un- 
begotten, it ſhall be ſhewn hereafter to be no 
politive, or ſubſtantial Attribute of the God- 
head; and therefore it can infer no ſub- 
ſtantial Difference between the Father, and 
- the Son. See VV. 340. 1 
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the Father, is true; but not of the Father 
to the Excluſion of the Son. For, ſays he, 
aà little before, ( When: therefore the Father 


the Excluſion of the Son. And again, The 
Son alſo is in that One, and Firſt, and Only God. 
When Chriſt therefore ſaid, There is none 
Good, but the One or Only God; He did not 
exclude himſelf according to the Mind of 
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* Oe — 4 aiſles 6 Haluę Sedo, eis dralpeom 5 
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this 


That Athanaſius underſtood the Text of 


is called the only God,— He is not ſo called to. 
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this Author, out. of the One or Only God, 
but was comprehended in him; and that 
with a ſubſtantial Unity, the Known Do- 
ctrine of this eminent Writer: | 
The Citation out of Irenæus, tho? it be 
much the fame with that, which the Dr. 
produces out of Juſtin Martyr, yet is it the 
of Hereticks; 
placed the Word at too great a Diſtance from 
God the Father: And therefore nothing can 
be inferred from it concerning the Mind of 
Rather it appears from the Wri- 
tings ot this Father, that had he cited the 
Paſſage after the ſame manner, he could 
not have underſtood it in a Senſe excluſive 
of the Perſon of the Son; 
n ſuch excluſive Terms to be uſed in 
Oppoſition to falſe Gods throughout the 


Reading 


Irenens, 


whole Scripture. 

Since therefore, lays 
he, the whole Scrip- 
ture, both prophetic 
and evangelicy teaches, 


That the God, who is 


one and only, by way 


of Excl uſion of others, 
(that is, falſe Gods) 
made all Things by his 
Word. 


For otherwiſe he 


Goa, notwithſtanding 


Term, Father: As for Inſtance, Lib. 2. c. 5 5. 
"© There 


he ſays, 


ſe Scripturz, & Pro- 


dos altos, prædicent 


bum ſuum, Lib. 2. 


chaos the World in 


ſome of whom 


for he look'd 

Cum itaq; 4 
pheticæ, & Evange- 
licæ, unum & ſolum 
Deum, ad excluden- 


omnia feciſſet per ver- 


c. 46. 


the Addition of the 


* * 
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Solus unus Deus here is only one 
Fabricator—— Hic God the Creator 
Pater qui fecit ea This is the Father — 
per ſemetipſum, hoc who made them (all 
eſt, per Verbum & things) by himſelf, that 
Sapientiam. is, by his Word and 
IE Wiſdom. 

And Lib. 2. c. 24. * Ter if (the Word) ex- 
iſting in the Father knows him (the Father) in 
whom He is, that is, Himſelf; He is not ignorant 
of the Father. Which is not arguing upon 
the Principles of the Heretics, whom he la- 


affirms a little before, + That the Mind is 
the Father, and the Father the Mind and the 
Mind the Mora, in Oppoſition to the differ- 
ent ons of the Hereticks, called by thoſe 
Names. If then he calls the Word, and the 
Spirit, || the Self of the Father, in the ſecond 
Citation; and the Father, * the Self of 
the Son, in the Third (as He is called the 
tnviſibile Filii, that of the Son which is inviſible, 
Lib. 4. c. 14.) in an Orthodox, not a Sa- 
bellian Senſe, that is, as ſubſtantially, not 
perſonally one; How can it be thought, 
that this Author would have excluded the 
Son from being Good, by the additional 
Term, Father? | 


di enim exiſtens in Patre (Logos) cogt oſcit hunc in quo 
eſt, hoc eſt, ſemetipſum, non ignorat. in | 
f Nus Pater, & Pater nus — ipſum nun, cum fit Logos. Ibid. 
|| Scmetipſum, Lib. 2. c. 55+ 
* Semectipſum, Ib. 2. 6. 24» 
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bours to confute, but upon his own ; who - 
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The ſecond Citation, out of * Clem. Alex- 
andrinus, gives occaſion for no new Remark. 


Neither do I know any thing in the Writings 


of Faſtin, that determines the Paſſage cited 
by the Dr. to any other Senſe, than what I 
have been proving. 

It appears then, from what has been 
ſaid, that « and male, in the foregoing 
Authors, were never intended to exclude 
the Son. What other Writers have either 
expreſly denied, that the Son is excluded by 
ſuch like Expreſſions, or have compre- 
hended him in the one God, I have already 
ſhewn in my firſt Anſwer ; where they will 
appear to be no leſs Perſons than Tertullian, 
Hilary, Ambroſe, Baſil ; to which others may 
be added hereafter. 


II. Mark xii. 29. The firſt of all the 
Commandments is: Hear, O Iſrael, the 
Lord our God is one Lord; {or, the Lord 
our God, the Lord is one; that is, the 
only one, or only God.) 


The Dr. upon my affirming God to be 
one in Oppoſition to Idols, puts a Queſtion, 
who that God is, of whom this is ſpoken. 
I Anſwer, The Eternal God, having Three 
Perſons in Unity of Subſtance. But the 
Jews did not underſtand theſe Words in ſuch 


* Strom. Lb. 7. p.733. 
2 a Senſe, 
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a Senſe, when they were ſpoken by Moſes. 
Probably they did not as to the Generality 
of the People, the Nature of their OEcono- 
my leading them from Polytheiſm to the 
Unity, of the Godhead. But this does not 


infer, that no more was meant, than what 


they underſtood : Or, that the Evangelical 
My ſtery of Three Perſons in Unity of Sub- 
ſtance was not comprehended in the one Lord 
God, to be diſcovered at a time, when their 
Minds {ſhould be prepared for ſo ſublime a 
Doctrine; and the Knowledge of the Unity, 
by a long Habit, had put them out of dan- 
ger of running into Tritheiſm. It is not to be 
doubted, but that the Goſpel was contained 
and publiſhed to the Fews, under the Vail of 
the Law: And that the Bulk of that People 
ſaw not through the Vail, but reſted in the 
Letter and Ceremonies of the Law; yet, 
notwithſtanding this Blindneſs, the: Goſpel 


was there, and conſequently the Fundamen- 


tal Doctrine of the Goſpel Diſpenſation, the 
Trinity in Unity. Read, I pray, P/al. cii. 
25, Oc. St. Paul Cites it in ſuch a manner, 
as ſhews, that it belongs to the Perſon of 
the Son, Heb. i. 10, £9c. And yet it may 
reaſonably be ſuppoſed, that the major Part 
at leaſt of the Jemiſßh Nation underſtood it of 
none but of the Father only. The imperfect 
Notions of the Jens then, are by no means 
the Meaſure of the Extent and Meaning of 
the Law, and the Prophets: So that Chriſt 

| | might 


2 of the Trinity Contmued.. 21 
= might very well cite the Words before s in 
the Senſe they were delivered in, and yer: 
” pot in that, in which they were received by 
the Groſs of the Jem. As for the Meaning 
of John xvii. 3. it is explained, under the 
9 firſt Article. See alſo V. 5. The other two 
Texts ſhall be conſidered in their proper 
Places. It may be ſufficient to make this 
general Remark, That one God, or God {im- 
ply, tho? ſpoken of the Perſon of the Father, 
are not fo limited to him, as to exclude the 
Son from being really God, and ſubſtantially 
one with the Father. And I have ſhewn 
already, that Irenæus extends the excluſive 
Terms in the Old and New Teſtament no fur- 
ther, than to the ſhutting out of falſe Gods. 
Ihe Son may be really and truly God, by 
ſubſiſting in the fame Nature or Subſtance 
with the Father, notwithftanding the Term 

God be abſolutely uſed of the Father : As 

the Farther is really and truly God, notwith- 
ſtanding the Term God be abſolutely uſed of” 

the Son. And therefore the large Collection 

of Scripture Paſſages made by the Dr. Part 1. 

Chap. 1. Sect. 2. of his Scripture Doctrine, 
proving no more than that the Word, Goa, 

is abſolutely uſed of the Father, is no Argu- 

ment againſt the Godhead of the Son in the 
forementioned Senſe, or that He is not One 

God with the Father. For tho' the Term 
Father, expreſſed or underſtood (as it is un- 
derſtood in ſeveral of the forementioned Paſ- 

C 3 ſages,) 


; * 


—— 
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ſages,) excludes the Son from being the 
ſame Perſon with the Father; yet the Term 
God, or One God, does not exclude him from 
an Union in the Godhead. Which will an- 
ſwer Part of the goth Page, where the learn- 
ed Dr. ſuppoſes the One God to exclude the 


Son from being the Perſon who is ſupream, 


independent, c. when it is indeed the 
Term Father, implicitly, or explicitly uni- 
ted with it, that ſo excludes him; the Ore 
God excluding nothing, according to Trenæus, 
and others, but falſe Gods, 'The Citation 
out of Athanaſius has been conſidered before, 
I have reviſed alſo the numerous Paſſages 


taken out of the Fathers, Part 2. Sect. 9. and 


find none that prove the Thing for which 
they are cited, namely, © That the Words 
« One and Onh are uſed, by way of Eminence, 
« to ſignify him whois abſolutely, ſupream, 
$ ſelf-ext{tent, and independent,” that is, as 
the Dr. expreſles it juſt before, the ſupream 
Perſon of the Father, For the better Un- 
derſtanding of which, we muſt enquire into 
the Meaning of, by way of Eminence; for if the 
Dr. means, that the Perſon of the Father, 
who is firſt in the Trinity, and is felf- 
exiſtent, and independent, is firſt in the 
Conception of the One God, it is undoubtedly 
true; for the Oue God comprehending in its 
Notion the Perſons of the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, the Father who is the firſt in 
Order, and the Root of the reſt, is En 

| C 
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the Conception of the One God. But if his 
Meaning be, that One and Only are fo attri- 
buted and appropriated to the Father, as 
that the Ideas of Self-exiſtence and Indepen- 
dency enter into the Idea of One and Only, 
when they are united with God, fo that the 
Son, who is not ſelf- exiſtent and indepen- 
dent, cannot be comprehended under the 
One and Only God, which appears to me to be 
the Dr's true Meaning: This is what I 
think my ſelf obliz'd to deny; neither, as - 
obſerv*d before, do I find that the Autho- 
rities alledged by the Dr. Part. 2. Se. 9. 
prove it. As for Inftance; The Term Oye 
united with God, in Clem. Romanus, and 
Ignatius, does not appear to be any thing 
more than excluſive of falſe Gods. Irene 
calls the Creator of the World, or God the 
Father, One and Onh, in Oppoſition to the 
Valentinian Sons, that were ſuppoſed to be 
above Him. * Clem. Alexandrinus, and 
+ Tertullian, have been proved to compre- 
hend the Word in the One God. Novatian 
ſhuts out all pretended, unoriginated, and 
co-ordinate Gods, or any other Firſt Perſon, 
or Father, but not a Second Perſon, or Son, 
from the Godhead ; as appears from the Ci- 
cation out of Chap. 31. where he joyns the 
Term Father with God, and Ozly God: Shew-. 
ing by this Addition, that the Term Onh is 


. * 


* See N. . 8 + See the 1ſt Anſwer, N. A wor 
C 4 applied 
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applied to the Father, not as He is God, but 
as he is Father, as He is innate, or unoriginated, 
as the Context ſhews, So that the * One, 
or Ouly God the Father, imports no more, 
than the God who is alone Father, exclu- 
ſive of any other Fathers. The like Judg- 
ment is to be made of the Paſſage out of 
Juſtin, and Euſebius; the latter of whom 
ſays, + Tho the Son is by us acknowledged to be 
God, 'yet there is but One God only, But if you. 
would know in what reſpe& he applies to 
him the Term OH, he explains himſelf thus, 
[| He who is alone without beginning (or a 
Caufe of his Being) and unbegotten; fixing 
the excluſive Term upon his being «zderi- 
dead, and unbegotten, not upon his being God; 
that is, excluding any, other from being un- 
derived, and unbegotten, but not from being 
God. So again, he calls him, ** The One and 
Only God, as He is the Original, the Fountain, 
aud Root of all Good; that is, he denies any 
other firſt, anderived, and innate Cauſe be- 
ſides the Father; but does not deny any 
other Perſon to be Goa, that is ſecond, deri- 
ved, and begotten : See the Paſſages in the 
above-cited Place of the Scripture Doctrine. 


—- — 


* Unus Deus Pater, Deus ſolus Pater. 
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Hilary makes the Father to be. the One. and 
Only God, becauſe He is anbegotten, that is, 
the God who is alone unbegotten, there be- 
ing but one unbegotten for were there any 
other unbegotten, intellectual Principle be- 
ſides the Father of Jeſus Chriſt, the Father's 
being «nbegotten would not prove Him to be 
the Unly Gd. So that the Term One, or 
Ozly, is excluſive of any other pretended 
innate Principle, that 1s, it does not exclude 
any other Perſon from being God, but from 
being innate, which is a negative Character 
of the firſt Divine Perſon; it does not ex- 
clude any other from the Nature or Sub- 
ſtance of the firſt Divine Perſon, but from 
being the firſt Diyine Perſon; for otherwiſe 
he * includes the Son in + the Ozly True 
Ged. De Trin. Lib. 9. Epiphanius makes 
the One God, to be One Original; but the 
Context ſhews it is in Oppolition to many 
Originals, or Polytheiſm. Greg. Nazianzen 
comprehends the Son in the Ozly True God ||. 
Orat, 2. de Fil, I omit Origen, referring the 
Reader for my Opinion, ta N. 3. and the 
Sentiments of Athenaſius and Auſtin, are ge- 
nerally known. It appears then, that Une 
and Ozly, in the fore- mentioned Authors, as 
cited by the Dr. in his Scripture Doctrine, are 


hy I * — * 


*+ Eccleſiz fides ſolum verum Deum Patrem conſeſſa, con- 
fitetur & Chriſtum. : | 
Il Seethe 1ſt Anſwer, p. 12. 


uſed 
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uſed ina Senſe excluſive, not of the Son from 
the Unity of the Godhead, but of falſe Gods, 
and of any other Perſon from the Title of 
Firſt, Unbegotten, and Father. Well then 
what is it, that ſhews God the Father to 
be abſolutely Supream, Self-exiftent, and 
Independent? Not the Term Oze, or Only; 
but the Term Father. If then God the Fa- 
ther be abſolutely Supream, Self. exiſtent, 
and Independent, is not the Son, who 1s not 
abſolutely Supream, Self-exiftent, and Inde- 

dent, ſubſtantially different from the 
Father? No; becauſe abſolute Supremacy, 
Self-exiſtence, and Independency, are not 
ſubſtantial Characters of the Godhead of the 
Father. For abſolute Supremacy relates to 
Order, not to Subſtance, and ſignifies no 
more than that He is the Firſt Perſon; and 
Self-exiſtence, and Independency, no more than 
that his Being and Attributes are underi- 
ved: Which being negative Characters, can 
by no means relate to the Subſtance of the 
Godhead ; which is real and poſitive. So 
that the Son may be ſubſtantially one with 
the Father, tho? the Title of Order, or the 
_ Characters, cannot be applied to 

m. 


| IN. Mark xii. 32. There is One God, and 


there is none other but He. 


This is to be explained by what has been 
ſaid under the foregoing Number, where it 
8 15 
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is ſhewn, That the Notions of the Jews are 
not the Meaſure of the Meaning of their 
Law; That the Words Ore God, are of the 
ſame Import in the New Teſtament, that they 
were in the Ola, tho* the Bulk of the Jews 
did not fully comprehend the Meaning of 
them; That they do not fo ſignify the-Fa- 
ther in the beſt and moſt ancient Chriſtian 
Writers, as to exclude the Son from the 
Unity of the Godhead by a Communion of 
Subſtance : Neither, do I think, thar He is 
ſo excluded here in the Text before us. The 
learned Dr. indeed talks very orthodoxly, 
pag. 52. And would not be thought to ex- 
& clude the Son from being God in any other 
& reſpect, than from being He, who alone 
« derives his Being and Godhead from no 
« Cauſe.” But this does not remove the 
Matter of Diſpute between him, and the 
Orthodox ; which 1s, whether the Son may 
not be excluded from the Perſon of the Fa- 
ther, without being ſeparated from his Sub- 
ſtance, The Church holds the afhrmative, 
that the Son is a different Perſon from the 
Father, but of the ſame Divine Subſtance 
with him. If the Dr. holds the ſame, Iam 
very glad of it; only wiſh, that ſome Paſ- 
fages and Explications, found in his Writings, 
had pointed more dire&ly upon this Article, 
For it the Son be not con- ſubſtantial with 
the Father, it will be difficult, if not im- 
poſſible, to give a reaſonable Account 4 

, the 


4 
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the Divinity of the Son; but if the Son be con- 
ſubſtantial with the Father, and the Divine 
Subſtance, or Nature be indiviſibly One, the 
Son is of the ſame individual or undivided 
Subſtance with the Father. The Dr. indeed 
ſeems to endeavour to give an Account of the 
Divinity of the Son without touching upon his 
Subſtance, when he ſays, That the Son 
« is really and truly God— by deriving 
4 real and true Divinity from the ineffa ble 
C Power of Him, who alone has an unori- 
« ginated Being and Godhead.” But what 
this Divinity is, which is faid, not to be deri- 
ved from the Subſtance of the Father by a 
Communion of Subſtance, but trom his 1n- 
effable Power, is hard to conceive; neither 
does the Dr. tells us. : 

Pag. 53. The learned Dr. thinks, that 
my tew Citations under this Article are 
over-balanced by ten times the Number 
of Places cired out of the ſame, and many 
more Fathers, Part 2. Sect. 9. of his Scrip- 
ture Doctrine; which would indeed be true, 
were theſe Paſſages againſt me, as I have 
ſhewn they are not, N. 2. or were thoſe the 
only ones I cited in my. Book ; but I have 
brought ſeveral Authorities under ſeveral 
Texts, to ſhew, that the Son was compre- 
hended in the One God. The Dr's Remarks 
upon thoſe of this Place, are the following ; 
That when Tertullian ſays, Deus ſe unicum, 


& fed cum Flio oſtendit, God declares himſelf 


Cc 


79 
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tioned, yet is ſo far 'to 
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« haOxe only; but jet together with his Son. He 


did not mean that God, and the Son of God, 
were One individual. If by One individual 
the Dr. means one Perſoni, I readily agree 
to it; and the Dr. is unkind in charging 
me with underſtanding it after that manner. 
But if he means onè individual Subſtance, 
cannot but affirm it was Tertallian's Opi- 
nion, That the Father and the Son were 
the One God, by ſubſiſting in one individual 
or indiviſible Subſtance. For he ſays in the 
re eee ee n | 

That the Son, tho* Filium quanto in- 
He is not exprefly men- dividuum & ' inſepe- 
| ratum a Patre, tanto 
be reckoned in the Fa- in Patre reputandum, 
ther, as He is undivi- etſi non nominatum. 
ded, and unſeperated Ad. Parax. c. 18. 


from the Father. 


And he makes the Father and the Son to 
be * of One undivided Sabſtance, like the Sun 
and its Ray. And it is fotorious, that in 
other Places of this Book, he ſpeaks of them 
as ſubſtantially One, as Chap. 2, 12, 25. Ter- 
tullian therefore did not barely mean, 
« That God was ſo One, as neverthe- 
“ leſs to have a Son, to whom He had 
© communicated true Divine Dominion 
« over the whole Creation ; but that this 
Son was comprehended in the Father as He 


ME 


— — 


— 


* Unius & indiviſe ſubſtantiæ, c. ty 
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is God, and of One «divided Subſtance with 
him. As for Tertullian's Notion of the Mo- 
narchy of God, which the Sabellians thought 
was conſiſtent only with One Divine Perſon, 
it is founded upon the Unity of Subſtance 
communicated by the Father, to the Word 
and Spirit: And his arguing from the Mo- 
narchy of a Prince adminiſtred by his Son and 
Servants; And from the Monarchy of God 
adminiſtred by his Angels, is arguing from 


a leſſer to a, greater Union; and imports, 


That if the Government be One, where the 
Perſons are ſeparate and different Subſtances, 
the Government and Godhead are much 
more One, Where the Son and the Spirit are 
of One Subſtance with the Father. For 


r 

uale eſt ut Deus How comes it about, 
divilionem & diſper- that God ſhould ſeem to 
Gonem pati videatur be divided and parted 
in Filio. & in Spiritu in the San and Holy 
Sancto, ſecundum & Gboſt, who are in the 
tertium ſortitis lo- ſecond and third Place, 
cum, tam conſorti- and of the Subſtance of 


bus ſubſtantiæ Patris, 
quas non patitur in 
tot. Angelorum nu- 
mero & quidem tam 
alienorum a ſubſtan- 
tia Patris? 


of the Father? Adv. Pr 


ax. c. 3. 


the Father; when He 
2s not parted and divi- 
ded (in relation to 


the Monarchy) 1 


ſuch a Namber of Au- 
gels, who are of a differ. 


ent Subſtance from that 


Which 


* t 
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Which is not expreſſy afſerting, as the Dr. 
affirms, pag. 54. Tas God 15 One, in the 
« ſame Senſe, that the Monarch of a\Coutitry 
« js the One and Ozly Ring, notwithſtanding 
« that He has an Only Son adminiſtring 
« under him: But it is inferring in a ſuper- 
eminent Manner the Unity of God, and 
his Government, from the Unity of the Sub- 
ſtance of the Father, and the Son, and the 
Holy Ghoſt ; and from an Unity of Power 
ariſing from it. Novatian and Athanaſius, 
who held the ſubſtantial Unity of both Per- 
ſons, as well as Tertullian, have been ſhewn 


not to exclude the Son from the One God; as 


indeed, how could they do it, when the 
Subftance is One? I am now to juſtify my 
ſelf for a Citation * out of Origen, which I 
had put into the Margin, and not into the 
Text. My Reaſons: for doing it I conceive 
to have been theſe, or ſome ſuch like Con- 
ſiderations : 11 That his comprehendin 

the Father and the Son under the One God, 
tho* he may be ſuppoſed to have looked upon 
them as different Subſtances, is a probable 
Argument, that they were generally com- 
prehended under that One Name by the 
Chriſtians of his Age, and before his Time; 
and that therefore he could not depart from 
the uſual Form and Manner of ſpeaking, 


_ . 


—_— — 8 


* See alſo the Dr's Anſwer to the leurned Ambor of ſome Confide- 
rationt, p. 269, 
tho 
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tho* he might differ from others of greatet 
Antiquity as to the Ground and Reaſon of 
it, by affirming, that the Father and the 
Son were different Subſtances. And this 
1 way of including the Son in the One 

d, may be the Reaſon why the Compilers 
of the Smian Form of Faith, which is re- 
corded in Socrates's Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, Lib. 2. 
c. 30. p. 123. and in Athanaſiuss Treatiſe, 
De Synod, p. 742. * Anathematize thoſe, who 
ſay, That the Son is excluded from the Godhead 
by the following Expreſſion, I am the Firſt, and I 
am the Laſt, and beſides me there is no God, 
Iſa. xliv. 6. which they declare to be ſpoken 
to the Excluſion of Idols, and falſe Gods, and 
not of the Son; for otherwiſe this Aſſembly 
ſeems to have receded from the Nicene Stan- 
dard, in leaving out the Term 64aegry in 
the Account which they give of tlie Perſon 
of the Son. Seconaly, That the Context of 
the cited Paſſage is not ſufficient to deter- 
mine fully, what the Mind of Origen was in 
this Matter; becauſe other Writers, who 
explain the Unity of the Godhead of the 
Father and the Son, by an Unity of Con- 
ſent in one Place, as Origen does here, do 
yet notwithſtanding hold an Unity of Sub- 
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ſtance in others : Which may be the Caſe 
of Origen, ſince an Unity of Conſent does 
not exclude an Unity of Subſtance. Thus 
Lactantius, who reſolves the Unity of the 
Godhead in the Father and the Son into 
an Unity of * Conſent in the ꝗ latter Part 
of the 29th Chapter of the Fourth Book, 
does yet, at the || Beginning of the ſame 
Chapter, affirm an * Unity of Subſtance 
in both Perſons. Novatian does the ſame; 
Who ſays, 

When (Chriſt) ſays Unam autem quod 
One, it relates to A- ait (Chriſtus) ad con- 
greement, to the ſame cordiam, & eandem 
Mind, to an Union ſententiam, & ad ip- 
of Love; ſo that the ſam charitatis ſocieta- 
Father and Son are tem pertinet, ut merito 
juſtly One, by Agree- unum ſit Pater & Fili- 
ment, and by Love, us per concordiam, &9 
and by Affection. per amorem, I per die 

lectionem, c. 22. | 

Which is making them One by an Unity 
of Conſent, and no more. And he illuſtrates 
it after the Manner of Origen with the fol- 
lowing Inſtance. 

I have planted, 4- Ego plantavi, Apol- 
pollos watered; —but lo rigavit— qui au- 


« 
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* + Quapropter cum Mens & voluntas alterius in alterà fit, 
— potius una in utroqz merito unus Deus uterque appel- 
Ur. 


Una utriq; Mens, unus Spiritus, una Subſtantia eſt. 
D He 
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tem plantat, & quiri- He who Plants, and 
gat, unum ſunt. . who Waters, are 
ne. | | 

And yet notwithſtanding this, in the very 
next Chapter, he founds the Unity upon an 
higher Principle than bare Conſent, upon 
an Unity of Nature, when he fays of the 
Son, 

Unum poteſt dici, He may be ſaid to 
dum ex eo ipſo eſt.— be One with the Fa- 
£7 dum ex ipſo naſcitur, ther, becauſe He 1s 
dum ex ipſo proceſſiſſe of him, and is born 
reperitur. of him, and is found 

to have proceeded 


out of him. 
And aſſerts, Chap. 31. A Communion of 


Subſtance between the Father and the Son: 
The Father communicating it, and the Son 
receiving it; as I have already ſhewn in 
my firſt Anſwer, pag. 68, 69. 

Thirdly, That this is probably the Caſe of 
Origen, if we conſider his Notions concern- 
ing the Son of God. He held him to be 
* Eternal, to be Wiſdom it ſelf +, and Truth 3 
it ſelf, to be || Righteouſneſs, to be Great, to 
be the adequate, or commenſurate (ovppelecy) 
Image of the inviſible God *, to be the 
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* Homil. in Jerem. p. 106. Socrat. Hiſt. Eccleſ. Lib. 7. 
c. 6. Pamphil. Apol. p. 433, 434- T H auſoogpia, 2 nav 7 
Toaniban. Lib. 3. p. 135. Lib. 6. p. 319. cont. Cell. || a. & 
Kauoovrn 5 av wilextlar am i d,: Cont. Cell. Lib. 6. 
p-. 320. T Pag. 323, 


Immor- 
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Immortal God, the Word, ever the ſame +4; 
to be Immortal, as He is the Reſurrection, and 
the Life *, that is, eſſentially ſuch, and not 
of meer Grace, to be not made +, and to 
be the Son of God by Nature ||. Now can 
it be imagined, that any one could have ſuch 
ſublime Notions of the Son of God, and yet 
look upon him to be no more One with the 
Father, than by a bare Unity of Conſent ? 
It muſt be confeſſed indeed, that there are 
ſome apparent Inconſiſtencies in the Writings 
of this Author. He acknowledges the Son 
to be Eternal, and yet affirms him to be cre- 
ated before the World. But theſe contrary 
Poſitions may readily be reconciled by that 
known Doctrine of ſome of the Antients, 
that the Son ſubſiſted in the Father from all 
Eternity, and came forth and was manifeſted 
before the Worlds, as the productive Power, 
and original Pattern of all Things to be cre- 
ated. And ſome low Expreſſions uſed of 
the Son in certain Places of this Father's 
Writings, may probably refer to him in no 
other reſpect, than as He thus came forth 
to be the Cauſe and Pattern ot the whole 
Creation. However this, I think, is a ſuffi» 
cient Apology for flinging a Paſſage into the 
Margin only. 


8 


Lib. 4. p. 170, 169. * Lib. 7. p. 342. 
Toy d by. Lib. 8. p. 287. | Comment. in Johan, 
P- 6. & in Epiſt, ad Rom. p. 366. 
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V. John xvii. 3. That they might know 
thee the only True God, and Jeſus Chriſt, 
whom thou haſt fent. 


The firſt Reaſon which the Dr. gives for 

his Interpretation is, that the other (given 
in my Book) is forced and unnatural. To | 
which my Anſwer is, Hirſt, That it can 
hardly appear unnatural to thoſe Perſons, 
who trom other Paſſages of Scripture believe 
Jeſus Chriſt to be True God: Nay, on the 
contrary, it would be an unnatural Inter- 
pretation of the Term Ozly to exclude him 
by it from the True God, who is himſelf 
True God, With 
_ Secondly, It does not appear in Fact to have 
been judged unnatural by thoſe Fathers, 
1 who believing the Son to be True God, de- 
« clare him not excluded by the Term O;; 
tor had they thought it unnatural, ſuck ho- 
neſt Men could never have uſed it 1n the 
Manner they have done, ſuch as Novatian, 
Hilary, Ambroſe, Bazial, and Naztanzen, Ci- 
ted in my firſt Anſwer, p. 10, Oc. To which 
may be added Epiphan, who ſays, | 
Es Tf & emi T When therefore, he 
ji d Anu Sr, els 
A yizw cis 10ers 
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Unit), — that we may 
be no longer Worſhippers 
of many Gods. (And 
when he adds,) And 

: Jeſus 


ſays, the Only True | 
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Jeſus Chriſt, whom 
thou haſt ſent; What 


Jeſus Chriſt? I. 
True God. 


An Irby. | Ancorat, 


9.2. 


And Athanaſius, who ſays, 


If therefore the Fa- 
ther be called the On- 
ly True God, He 1s 
not ſo called to the 
Excluſion of him, who 
fays, I am the Truth; 


but to the caſting 


out of Gods, who are 
not true by Nature, — 
But now when He 
joyns . himſelf with 
the Father, He ſhews 
that He 1s of the Na- 
ture Of the Father. 
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Epiphanius indeed ſeems a little after to 
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apply wwG. to the Father, as He is Father; 
but then this does not exclude the Son from 
being One with the Father, as He is true God, 
but from being One with him as He is Fa- 
ther: Which muſt ever be done. 

The Dr's ſecond Reaſon for his Inter pre- 
tation 1s, © That in each of the other Places 
« of the New Teſtament, where the True God 
is mentioned, it ſignifies, by way of Emi- 
* nence, the Perſon of the Father.” Well, 


but becauſe the True God is affirmed prima- 


| rily of rhe Father, as the Root of the Tri- 


D 3 nity, 
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nity, muſt therefore the Son be denied to be 
True God by a Communion of Subſtance ? 
As I conceive it, the Diſpute is not, whether 
the Appellation of the True God primarily be- 
long to the Father ; but whether it ſo belong 
to him as to exclude the Son from being 
True God, by a real Communion of the Di- 
vine Nature. The Dr. indeed, acknow- 
ledges, p. 52. That the Son is really and 
*® truly God, by deriving real and true Di- 
“ yinity from the Power of the Father.“ 
But what this Divinity 1s, or whether it be 
founded upon a Communication of the Sub- 


ſtance of the Father to the Son, the Dr. tells 


us not : Here he leaves us in the Dark; and 
till this be cleared up, no Apology he can 
make, can prove ſatisfactory. It is granted 
therefore, that the Father is the Living and 
True God in Oppoſition to Idols, who have 
no Life, nor true Divinity, as the Text 
teaches us, 1 Theſſ. i. 9. and that the Word 
is the Son of the Living and True God the Fa- 
ther: And yet it cannot be granted, that 
the Father 1s contradiſtinguiſhed from the 
Son, as Living and True Goa, but as Father ; 
which is implied, tho? not expreſſed, For 
if He be contradiſtinguiſhed as the Living 
and True God, the Son cannot be the Living 
and True God; otherwiſe there will be a 
Coincidence of Characters: And where 
there is a Coincidence, there is no Diſt in- 
ction, which is contrary to the Thing ſup- 

| poſed; 
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poſed ; but the Son is * the Living and + True 
God. The Dr. therefore cannot be ſuppoſed 
to diſtinguiſh the Father from the Son, by 
his being the Living and True God, but by 
his being primarily and originally the Living 
and Trae God; that is, the Diſt inct ion lies in 
his being the Fr/t, and the Origin, or in his 
being the Father, as I reaſoned before : So 
that the Son is diſtinguiſhed from the Father, 
who is the Living and True God, not as He 1s 
conſidered in the Character of Living and 
True God, which Titles have been already 
ſhewn to be given to the Son, but as He is 
conſidered in the Character of Father. But, 
adds the Dr.“ In like Manner, the other 
Places of Scripture, where the One or Only 
“God is mentioned, do all of them mean 
4 thereby the Perſon of the Father ſingly.” Tf 
they mean the Father ſingly, then One and 
Ozly are a Perſonal Character, as the Dr. 
ſeems to underſtand them in his Scripture 
Doctrine, Part 2. 9.9. And the Son muſt 
neceſſarily be excluded from the One and 
Ozly God; but I have ſhewn, N. 2, That 
One and Only joined with Gca, is no Perſonal 
Character of the Father, and therefore does 


. a See the iſt Anſæer 76. H Ti ovary PT Frag. Juſt. 
in Spicil. Sec 2. p. 5 Ti- Wales Code. 8 Alex. Strom. 
Lib. 7. p. 703. And Oed Cov];. Id. in Admon. ad Gent. 
p- 66. 2% O. des Eulcb. Orat. de Laud. Conſt. p. 660. 

1 See N 410. 
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40 TheTrue Scriptural Doctrine 
; not. exclude the Son. Ore and Only joined 
3 with Father, is indeed a perſonal Character, 
1 and excludes any other Father, and by Con- 
b ſequence the Son from being the Father; but 
this is a different Expreſſion from the One and 
Only God, which excludes from the Divinih, 
and cannot affect the Son who is Goa, 
but thoſe only, who are no Gods. And 
thus Tertullian underſtands theſe excluſive 

Terms. | 
Deniq, inſpice ſe= Conſider, ſays he, 
, quentia hujuſmodi pro- the Context, or what 
nunciationum, & in- follows this ſort of 
weniesfere ad Idolorum Expreſſions, (mean- 
Factitores atq; Cultores ing, the excluſive Ex- 
definitionem earum per- preſſions) and you 
tinere, ut multitudi- will find that they 
nem falſorum Deorum are generally confined 
unio Divinitatis ex- and directed to the 
pellat. Adv. Prax. Makers and Wor- 


„g. 18. ſhippers of Idols, that 

38 the Unity of the God- 

a e might exclude the Multitude of falſe 
od. | | 


Ireneus, as T have obſerved * before, 
makes the One and Only God, whereſoever 
uſed throughout the whole Bible, to ſhut 
out falſe Gods, and mentions no other. 


* 
* . 


* N. 1. p. 16. 
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And Baſil ſays, 

The Terms One and 
Ozly are ſpoken of 
God in the Scripture, 
not in Oppoſition to 
the Son, or Holy Ghoſt; 
but to thoſe, who 
are not Gods, but 
falſly ſo called. 
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X 141. p. 927. A. 
What other Authors have been of this 
Opinion, will appear by conſidering my firſt 
Anſwer, pag. 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12. As for 
the Texts cited to ſupport the Dr's Aſſer- 
tion, they will be explained by the Remark 
on, 1 Theſſ. i. 9. a 

The learned Dr's third Reaſon is, pag. 58. 
« That all the Writers in the three firſt Cen- 
“ turies underſtand the Text as he does.“ 
When he ſhall be pleated to produce theſe Wri- 
ters, it will then be time to conſider them, 
As for the Meaning of Vovatian, I have con- 
ſidered it before, N. 1. p.13. I ſhall only 
add one Paſſage out of an Author, who 
would not eaſily be ſuſpected to have called 
Chriſt :b2 Oni True God, I mean Euſebius of 
Cæſareas; who in his Panegyrick upon Con- 
ſtantine, pag. 654,655, chap.15. having given 
this as a ſecond Reaſon why Chriſt roſe 
from the Dead, namely, that He might 
manifeſt his Godhead, adds, for ſince Men 
had deified Men, who were detained of 
| Death, 
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Death, calling 


them Gods and Heroes: 


The Word, out of Compaſſion to Men, 
would diſcover to them who He was, raiſing 
up his Body after Death to a new Life. 


Kal wor T&7w Gy 
Inver Sew A Gi 


voy HI xoxwr Sronlem, 
T Ta d > x 


F Savers vie; dver 
I nowhere, 


And teaching them 
to confeſs, that He only 
of all who died was 
True God, who was 
crowned with the Re- 
warde 


of Victory over 
Ad 1 Death. 2 | 

Calling the Word, who quickened his Bo- 
dy, the only True God, in Oppoſition to Men, 
who were deified after Death, but detained 
of it: As the Father is called the only True God, 
in Oppoſition to all falſe Gods whatſoever. 

The fourth Reaſon is, That many even 
& of the latter Fathers alſo underſtand this 
& Text, as He does.” Of whom he cites 
two only, Athanaſins and Hilary, That 
Athanaſius, tho* he underſtood the only True 
God to be the Father, yet never intended to 
exclude the Son, is evident from his own 
expreſs Explication of this Text, which I 
have produced, pag. 34. And that Hilary 
does not exclude the Son from being True 
God, has been ſhewn in my firſt Anſwer, 
pag. 10, 11. from Words as clear, as well 
can be expected. Neither does the Paſſage 
brought by the Dr. prove the contrary, as 
has been obſerved before, V. 2. p. 23. 


The 


9 
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« learned Biſhop Pearſon, and the learned 
« Biſhop Bull, expreſly acknowledge theſe 
« Words, the Only True God, to be meant 
c of the Father only, by way of ſupream Emi- 
« nence, in Contradiſt inction to the Son.“ 
That the Trae God is a Title primarily attribu- 
ted to the Father, as the firſt Perſon and Root 
of the Trinity, has been already granted. And 
that the Term Father contradiſtinguiſhes the 
Perſon, of whom the Words are ſpoken, from 
the Perſon of the Son, is equally true. But 
that the Only True God is uſed in Contra- 
diſtinction to the Son, is what the Senti- 
ments of the Antients concerning the Term 
Only, which I have plentifully alledged in 
the foregoing Pages, ſuffer me not to be- 
lieve. It appears, indeed, to have been the 
Opinion of theſe learned Prelates, that it was 
uſed in Contradiſtinction to the Son; but 
the Authorities they produce for the Confir- 
mation of their Opinion are very few, and 
argue no more than that the Son is excluded 
from the Perſon of the Father, but not from 
a Communion of Subſtance and Godhead : 
Theſe very Fathers cited by them, as well as 
the learned Prelates themſelves, holding the 
Unity of Nature in both Perſons. As for the 
Texts they alledge, in Favour of their Opi- 
nion, and as the Foundatian of it, they are 
the Text at preſent under Conſideration, 
and 1 Cor. viii. 6, and Epheſ. iv. 6. The Text 
Out 
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aut of the Epiſtle to the Corinthians, has been 
conſidered in my firſt Anſwer, pag. 14, 15. 
Where I have obſerved, That the Father is 
the One God in Oppoſition to the many Gods 
ſo called, whom the Context ſpeaks of; 
and not in Oppoſition to the Son, who 1s 
comprehended in the One God: For the 
Proof of which J refer to N. 2, 3. And now 
further refer the Reader to what I ſhall fa 
upon this Article afterward. To whic 
may be added, N. 5. of my firſt Anſwer ; 
and what I have now ſaid, by way of Con- 
firmation, under the ſame Number. To 
which I will ſubjoin two or three Authori- 
ties more in relation to the Text out of the 
Epiſtle to the Corinthians. Irenæus having 
cited it, Lib. 3. c. 6. p. 209, 210. makes this 
Reflection upon it, N 8 

Diſtinxit enim & Fe diſtinguiſhed and 
ſeperavit eos, qui di- ſeparated them who are 
cuntur quidem, non called, indeed, but are 
ſunt autem Dit, ab at Gods, from the 
uno Deo Patre, ex One God the Father, of 
quo omnia. whom are all Things. 

But not a Word of the Excluſion of the 
Son from the Unity of the Godhead. Theo- 
phyladt ſays, | 

TTeg; GUD νν That the Apoſtle ſaid 
b 7 JeIowue One God the Father, 
Seh, By: TI ys, err in Oppoſition to Gods 
ive Few 7 alte. In falſh ſo named, and not 
Loc. in Oppoſition to the Son. 

Chry- 
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Chryſoftom ſays e 
| Su cow aha, The Additional 
70 Harde, GN. Term Father, would 


3 Vp, Tov Aαοννννσ h. have been ſuperflu- 


1 de To Fe, &)« Ous, when the Apo- 
erg . jv yoer ſtle intended to ex- 


4 uc, gro A preſs him who was 
== In Loc. 


Unbegotten. Becauſe 
the Term God would 
have ſufficiently done it, if that Term 
were expreſſive of him only, who is 
Unbegotten. 

And upon the like Expreſſion, 1 Tim. ii. 
5. He ſays, * How comes it that he ſays One? 
(God.) His Anſwer is, In Oppoſition to Idols, 
not to the Son. Whence it appears, that 
the Terms One God, are in Oppoſition to 
Idols, or Falſe Gods; and the Term Father, 
either expreſſed or implied, is in Oppoſi- 
tion to the Son. The other Text referred 
to Eph. iv. 6. is near the ſame with 
x Cor. viii. 6. and has the ſame Meaning. 
What I have faid in Anſwer to the Dr's 
Fifth and Laſt Reaſon, will give a clear 
Account of the Paſſages cited out of the 
Learned Biſhop Bull by the Dr. in his 
Reply to the Learned and Ingenious Mr. 
Nelſon, pag. 8, 9. and help us to make a 
right Judgment of the Mind of the Catholic 
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46 The True'Scriptural Doctrine 
Fathers, whom the Dr. believes generally 
to be on his Side; there 1s one particularly, 
whoſe Opinion he largely examines into, 
from pag. the 11th, to pag. 14th, which 
I think my ſelf obliged to take Notice of, 
becauſe I have taken Paſſages out of the 
ſame Chapter of the ſame Author, pag. 47, 
and 50. of my Firſt Anſwer. The Au- 
thor is Irenæus, whoſe Reaſoning He ſums 
up after the following manner, pay. 12. 
„The Gods of the Heathen are falſe Gods, 
« or, no Gods at all: God the Father is 
« true God, or Lord, becauſe he originally 
« ruleth over all: The Son alſo is true 
« God, or Lord, becauſe he has truly and 
« really received from his Father Divine 
Power and Dominion over the whole 
“Creation. That this is not a juſt Re- 
preſentation of the Reaſoning of Irenæus, I 
think will appear from the following Re- 
marks; firſt, the Dr. puts in, Originalh, 
which Ireneus mentions not; his Words 


are, Neque Dominum appellaſſent aliquem ex 


ſua Perſona, niſi qui dommatur omnium, Deum 
Patrem. They would not have called any One 
Perſonally Lord, but God the Father, who rules 
over all, Again, Nemo igitur alius Deus no- 
minatur, aut Daminus appellatur, niſi qui eſt 
omnium Deus & Dominus. No other there- 
fore is named God, or called Lord, but he who 
# the God and Lord of all, Where the - 
ther 
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ther is not called true God, and true Lord, 
becauſe he originally ruleth over all ; but 
fimply becauſe he ruleth over all, and is the 
God of all. Originalh, belonging to God the 


Father, not as an Eſſential Part of the Idea 


of the true God, and Lord, or of the Father, 
as true God and Lord: But of the Father, 
as Firſt, unbegotten, or deriving his Being 
and Power from no other. So that as 
He # the God and Lord of all, He is the true 
God and Lord: And as He is originally the God 
and Lord of all, He is the true God and 
Lord the Father, who is Firſt and unbegotten. 
Secondly, the Son is not called true God, be- 
cauſe he receives Dominion from the Fa- 
ther; but only true Lord. For having faid, 
That neither the Lord, nor the Spirit, nor the 
Apoſtles, — would have called any one Lord 
except God the Father, who rules over 
all; he adds, and except his Son, who hath 
received Dominion from his Father over all the 
Creation. Et Filium ejus, qui dominium accepit 
a Patre ſuo omnis conditionis. Where there 
is nothing faid of the Son as God, but as 
Lord; and that in ſuch a Senſe of the 
Word, as it ſignifies one who has Dominion; 
and not in the Hebrew Senſe of Jehovah, 
which ſignifies him who emphatically , 
or is Being it ſelf , which cauſes a great 
Difference: For the Term Lord, as it ſig- 
nifies one who has Dominion, is inferior 


ro 


R 4 
OY 
* 
, - 


1 * 
© y 
* P * - £ 
l - 
- my . 


FS) 
* 


5 
Ya 
"4, 
** „ 
Re. 
= 
x - 


8 48 The True Scriptural Dofrine 


who has a Divine Nature + or Subſtance, 


to the Term * God, as it ſignifies Him- 


the Ground of Dominion; when on the 
other Side, the Term God, (Elohijm,) as it 
ſignifies Power, and conſequently Domi- 


nion, is inferior to Lord, (Fehovah,) as it 


ſigniſies a neceſſarily exiſting Subſtance, which 
is the root of all Power. Dominion then, 
as Ireneus uſes it, proves the Son to be 
Lord; and his receiving it from the Fa- 


ther, proves his Dependency upon the Fa- 


ther. But as for his Godhead, He gives no 


other Proof of that, than that He is ab- 


ſolutely called God; I mean in this Chap- 
ter: For in other places He reſolves his 


Godhead into the Divine Subſtance, or Na- 
ture communicated to him by Generation; 
as Lib. 3. c. 26. He has the following Words 
upon 1/azah vii. 10, 17. 

Diligenter igitur The Holy Ghoſt 
ſignificavit Spiritus carefully ſhewed, by what 
Sanctus per ea quæ has been ſaid, his 
dicta ſunt, generatio- Birth of the Virgin: 
nem ejus quæ eſt ex and his Subſtance, as 
Virgine, & Subſtan- He # God. 
tiam quoniam Deus. | 

Which is called, his Uuſtrious || Birth 
of the moſt high Father. The Divine Subſtance 
{hewing him to be God; his Birth, or re- 


* Oed Jroue, LWias onu,unαiëο Greg. Nyſſen. adv. Gtæc. 
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" Proeclaram =— eam quz eſt ab Altiſſimo Patre geni- 


turam, Lib. 3. c. 21. By 
ceiving 
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ceiving it by Generation, ſhewing him to 
be A... | 74 | : 

The learned Dr. proceeds, pag. 12, 13. 
„ Burt ſtill the Father alone is ſtrictly and 
gc properly the 02 God.” Which he en- 
*X deavours to prove from Two follow- 
ing Expreſſions in the fame Chapter of 
Irenæus, whereof the one declares, * that 
* the Father is the Only and true God, And 
the other, + that He is the only God. But 
I Qmuſt reply, that the Father is called the 

Orly God, in Oppolition to falſe Gods, and 
not in Oppoſition to the Son, as if he 
were not properly. contained in the Ozly 
God. And this appears from the very Ct- 
tation of the Dr. For when Jrenaus ſays, 
who art the only and the true God, he adds, 
above whom there is no other God, Shew- 
ing, that all pretended. Superior Deities, 
not the Son, who is ſubordinate to the 
Father, were excluded trom the Only God. 
For the preceding Chapter - will ſhew, 
that he affirms and proves the Demiurgos, 
or Creator of all Things, to be the Only 
God, in Oppoſition to them who denied 
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50 The True Scripture Doctrine 
him to be the Only God, and made him to 
* be the Off-ſpring of Defect, who was out 
of the Pleroma, beneath all the Tons; 
that is, the God + of the Creation only, 
but not the Supreme God. And this 
Oppoſition I belteve will generally be 
found throughout his whole Book. And 
to make this more plain, that none 
but pretended Deities are excluded from 
the Only God, He tells us in expreſs 
Terms. 

Ita ut is quidem, That He, who made 
qui omnia fecerit, all Things, is juſtly 
cum (which is not called with his Word, 
ſaid to be wanting in The Only God and 
more than one MS.) Lord. 

Verbo ſuo juſte dica- | | 
tur Deus & Dominus Solus, Lib. 3. c. 8. 

Comprehending the Word in the Only 
God and Lord. Which is agreeable to his 
Sentiments in other places, in which he 
makes them really, not perſonally One, as 
Lib. 2. c. 18. and 24. and {mee jointly, 
as being each true God and true Lord, to the 
pretended Deities of the Heretics, againſt 
whom he diſputes; as Lib. 3. c. 6. Lib. 4. 
6. 1. Lib. 3. c. 9. The Citation out of 
x Cor. viii. I have ſpoken to before. pag. 44. 
So that I am ſurpriſed at what the learned 
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Dr. ſays at the Concluſion of this Para- 
graph, to the learned Mr. Nelſon, That 


& he could not have picked a Chapter out 


“of the whole Works of Irene, or in- 
« deed out of all Antiquity, more con- 
« trary to his own Purpoſe, or more per- 


© © tinent to his.” Concerning which round 
> Aﬀertion, let the Reader judge. 


Having thus paſſed through the Dr's 


>= Reaſons for his Opinion, I come now to 
conſider his Objections to mine. I had 
ſaid, Page the gth, that the Term Omy, 
does not always exclude every thing elſe 


but the Subject to which it is united. 


* © This the learned Dr. denies, and I had 


= ſupported my Opinion with a Sentence 
== out of - Eccleſiaſticus, c. XXIV. 5. alone 


= (wn) compaſſed the Circuit of Heaven; 
Which being ſpoken of Wiſdom a Divine 


X Perſon, did not exclude the Father, 


of whom the like Expreſſion was uſed, 


Job xxii. 14. The Dr. denies, that Ni 


dom in this Place is a Divine Perſon. I 


Anſwer, in Relation to the firſt, that it is 
evident from the Uſe of the Word Only, 


(and the Import of Words is to be 


taken from Uſe, and not from Specula- 


tion,) that it does not always exclude 
every thing elſe, but the Subject to which 


it is united. As for Inſtance, Origen calls 


© Chriſt * che Only Lord. 
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And [ays in his Com- 
ment J Piel cxlvi. 
v. 10. not yet pub- 
lihed, concerningChriſt, 
if therefore, O Sion, 
He, who is eſteemed 


O 5, & ov, pa” 
& os Fed vo pre 
„& ei robby Caolniua 
Ne marros , Ave vie 
g. Vide Cod. Baroc. 


thy only God, reigns always, and remains 


for ever, Sc. 
Cyprian lays, 
Solus Dominus mi- 
ſereri poteſt, veniam 
Peccatis, quæ in ip- 
ſum commiſſa ſunt, 


The Lord only can 
pity : He only who bore 
our Sins, can pardon 
the Sins which are 


Solus poteſt Ille lar- committed againſt him. 
giri, Qui Peccata no- 


{tra portavit. De Lapis, pag. 129. Edit. Oxon. 
Now no one will fay, that theſe Authors 
intended to exclude the Father from be- 
ing Lora and God, and from the Power 
forgiving Sins. Clemens Alexand. calls the 
Son, + the only Judge. And yet God the 
Father is called the Judge of all, xezry Sus 
r, Heb. xii. 23. So on the other Side, 
God the Father is called the One and Only 
0 God, and yet not to exclude the Son from 
| being comprehended in the One and Only, 
as has been abundantly proved. Tertullian 
ſays, || Before all Things God was atone. But 
then adds, ** He was alone: Becauſe there 


— 


t Mor@- xemis. Padag. Lib. 1. c. 2. p. 80. 
omnia enim Deus erat Solus. 
Aiud extrinſecus præter illum. 
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was nothing Foreign to him beſides himſelf, ex- 
duding only that which was Foreign to 
his Nature, but not the Word; for, ſays 
he, But even then He was not alone; for 
He had his Reaſon with him: Ceterum ne tunc 
quidem Solus: Habebat enim ſecum — ratio- 
nem ſuam. Adv. Prax. c. v. in which Reaſon 
He affirms, that the Word was before its 
Prolation. Theophilus ad Autol. ſays, * in 
the Beginning God was alone, but ſubjoyns 
immediately, + and the Word was in Him. 
So when Tatian ſays, | The Lord of all 
things was alone; it is with this Diſtinction, 
In reſpect of his Works, which were not yet 
made. For he ſays notwithſtanding, * & that 
the Word ſubſiſted with him. And where 
the Son is not expreſly excepted out of the 
Excluſion, there, either the Context, or the 
like generally excluſive Expreſſions limited 
in other places, or the known Doctrine of 
the Author, will generally ſhew that the 
Son 1s excepted. In Relation to the Se- 
cond, I ſay, that Wiſdom mentioned Eccleſ. 
 XXIv. is a Divine Perſon, as is evident 
from the Context, compared with the fol- 
lowing Words out of Prov. vill. 22, 23. 
Kue. trim pe apyiv or dur? d; 34 
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d org meg T8 d e.; which Wiſdom ſpeaks 
of her ſelf, and are generally attributed b 
the Antient Writers, both Orthodox and 
Arian, to the Perſon of the Son. Now 
this very Stile of ſpeaking, is appropria- 
ted to Wiſdom in this very Chapter of 
Eccleſiaſticus; for v. 9. She is repreſented 
as ſpeaking thus of her ſelf, wes 75 αι 
an 0 V (reg 2 MS. Alex.) mo Ae 
and v. 8. 5 Hong pit xarenmaure TH oxuviy Au, 
Oc. Which, compared with v. 4. ſhews, 
that the Schechinah was hers. If then there 
was but one Wiſdom created before the 
World: And that Wiſdom is the Word, 
according to the general Sentiments of 
the Antient Orthodox and Ariaz Writers: 
The Wiſdom in Eccleſiaſticus, a ffirmed to be 
created before the World, muſt be the 
Ward, that is, a Divine Perſon. f 
The Dr's Second Reply is referred to its 
A proper Place. the 
The Third Reply is, That the Ward 
% Ozly appropriates ſomewhat to the Sub- 
* ject, not only excluſive of what the 
e Subject is oppoſed to, but alſo of what 
Ait is contradiſtinguiſned from. My An- 
{wer is, That if Ozly relate to the Term 
Father, the Term Father is ſo appropriated 
| thereby to the Firſt Perſon, as to exclude 
T the Son, as well as every thing elſe, from 
f being the Father. But if it relate to the 
r Term 
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Term God, or true God, it is attributed to 
the Subject in ſuch manner, as not to ex- 
clude the Son from the One true God, but 
Idols only. Again, The Father is not con- 
tradiſtinguiſhed from the Son, by the Cha- 
racter of the Living and True God, but by 
that of Father; for this is the full Meaning 
of the Citation out of the Firſt Epiſtle of 
the Jheſſalonians, c. i. v. 9. Te turned to God 
from Idols, to ſerve the Living and True God 
the Father, and to wait for his Son from 
Heaven. Where the Living and True God, 
is uſed in Oppoſition to Idols only, who have 
no Eſſential Life and Truth; and not in 
Contradiſtinction to the Son, who is the 
Life and the Truth, John xiv. vi. And the 
Term Father implied, is in Oppoſition to, 
and excluſive of the Son. But I have ſpo- 
ken of this already, p. 38, 39. 

The Fourth Reply is in Relation to the 
Authorities cited in my Anſwer. I have 
ſaid enough before, concerning * Nova- 
tion, + Hilary, and || Athanaſius, obſerving 
only, that Novatian does not barely mean, 
that Chriſt is God, by having received trae 
Divine Dominion over the whole Creation, 
from and in Subordination to the Father, as 
the Dr, ſays: but that He is God by a 
Communication of the Subſtance of the Fa- 


* 
* 


* Page 13, 14, 15. f Page 10, 11. of ny Firſt Anſwer ; 
and p. 25. of this Anſwer, || Page 37. | 
E 4 ther 
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ther to him, or by 4 Communion * of Sub- 
ſtance, Naztapzen's Reaſoning is not his 
own; it was a Traditional Manner. of ar- 
guing upon the Text. He ſays, + That 
theſe following Words would not have been 
added, and Jeſus Chriſt whom thou haſt ſent, 
if the Terms the Only True, had been uſed in 
Contradiſtinction to the Son. Which I think 
is much the ſame Reaſoning with that of 
Nowvatian, Who ſays of Chriſt, Who would 
never —— have joined himſelf with the Father, 
except He had been willing they ſhould have be- 
lieved Him to have been God. And again, 
** But He joined himſelf with God, that by 
this Coujunction, He might be known to be God, 
As really He . Which is as much as to 
ſay, That He would not have joined 
himſelf with God the Father, if He had 
not been God, that is, if He had been 
excluded from the Godhead, or from be- 
ing comprehended under the One True 
God, by the Words, the Only True God; 
T for that He is excluded from the Per- 
ſon of the Father, by the Term Father, 
v. 1. is already acknowledged. Athanaſins 
talks after the like manner, || || But nom, by 
joining himſelf with the Father, He ſhewed that 
He was of the Natare of the Father, which 


— —_ 


per Subftantiz Communionem, c. 31. 7 See Firſt 


Anfwer, P- 12. 1 3. | See my Firſt Anſwer, p- 10. 
YE Ibid, r See above, P. 152 14, IF. | | Above, 
Po 37 R 


argues, 
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argues, that He would not have joyned 
himſelf with the Father, had He ſhut him- 
ſelf out from the Nature of the Father by 
the excluſive Expreſſion, that is, from the 
Nature of the Father as He is God. Am- 
broſe was of the ſame Mind, when He faid, 
* That the Evangeliſt joined the Father and the 
Son together by the Conjunction, that non? might 
ſeparate Chriſt the True God from the Majeſty of 
the Father. Which he ſeems to have ke 
from Novatian, who ſays, in the like Style, 
I But He joined himſelf with God, that by this 
Conjunction, He might be known to be God. 
Ambroſe indeed adds, For a Conjunction 
never ſeparates, which the Dr. reflects 
upon with ſome keeneſs : But be this 
Reaſon never ſo weak, it cannot take 
off from the Authority of an Explication, 
which has ſo much Appearance of being 
traditional. | 

We come now toOrigen, whom this learn- 
ed Gentleman thinks to have deſcribed the 
Senſe of the Primitive Church in explaining 
the Only True God by au15%:& ; but, I con- 
ceive, I have ſufficiently ſhewn the contra- 
Ty in this Article. The Dr. proceeds, and 
affirms, pag. 67. © That he could never find 
the Title 5 9%, given abſolutely to any 
« other Perſon, than to God the Father.“ 
Which he grounds, I ſuppoſe, as well on 


— 


* Enft Ale, p. il. t Ane, p. v6. , 
3s Origen's 


\ < 1d 
2 4 
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Origen's Remark, as on his own Obſervation; 


Who had ſaid, * That aul5$:&, or God 


unoriginated, is ò Sed, (God with the Article 
6.) And that whatever is God beſides God 
unoriginated, being ſo by a Communication 
of his Godhead, cannot be called 5.5% (God, 
with the Article 5) but more properly Seis, 
+ (God, withour the Article.) TO which 
Remark I had replied after the following 
Manner, pag. 14. of my firſt Anſwer, That 
if this Obſervation were true, neither Scrip- 


ture, nor Antiquity, would have named 


Chriſt God, Sede, with the Article 5; for 
which I cite Thomas's Words, 5 Yes yu. 
The Dr. ſays, It is quite a different Thing 
from ò S«% abſolutely. To which I Anſwer, 
That in Jrenæus's Senſe of the Word abſolutely, 
whatſoever the Dr's may be, 5 See u Is an 
Argument that the Son is 5 Se&%, God abſo- 
lately. This Father lays down this as a 


Principle, 


Neg; igitur Domi- That neither the 
nus, neq; Spiritus San- Lord, nor the Holy 
ctus, neq; Apoſtoli Ghoſt, nor the Apo- 
eum qui non eſſet ſtles, would at any time 
Deus abſolute De- have named him— ab- 
um nominaſſent ali- ſolutely God, who was 


quando, niſi eſſet ve- not God, except He had 


re Deus. Lib. 3. c. 6. been truly God. 


* In Johan. p. 46. Huet. ; 
+ See this Aut 7p 4 urged againſt the learned Author of 
c 


Where 


Some Confiderations, 


p 281. 
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Where the Truth of the Godhead is the Foun- 
dation of his being named abſolutely God, 
And among the Inſtances, which he brings 
to ſhew that the Son is named abſolately God, 
are the two following, Deus Deorum Domi- 
uus loquutus eſt, in the Septuagint, debe Sts 
le i\zAnm; and, Deus manifeſte veniet, 
Deus noſter, in the Septuagint, 6 Sede u- 
gardbg ge, ö Des nn, Pſal. I. 1, 2, 3. If 
then Ses without an Article, not withſtand- 
ing it relates to Seh, or the Church, as he 
explains himſelf afterward : And Ss; with 
an Article, notwithſtanding it relates to 
zu, are Arguments that the Son is named 
Tee Gad, and conſequently tliat He is 
ſolutely and truly God: Shall not Se%; with an 
Article, notwithſtanding it relates to ws, be 
an Argument alſo that the Son is abſolutely 
God, or called fo in Scripture ? The Ground 
of this Father's Reaſoning I take to be this, 
that none could be the God of the Charch, 
but who was abſolutely God, that is, truly 
God, vere Deus, or God by Nature; (for 
truly God, and naturally God, are the ſame 
with this Author, Lib, 4. c.1,) And that 
therefore the Son being the God of the Church, 
is thereby proved to be abſolutely God, truly 
God, or God by Nature. And in this Senſe of 
being abſolutely God, or truly and naturally 
God, he oppoſes him to thoſe who are nor 
truly and naturally Gods, but only fo repu- 

ted. For, ſays he, in the ſame * 
Cum 
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Cum autem eos, 
qui non ſunt Dit, no- 
minat, non in totum 
— Scriptura oſtendit 
illos Deos. Sed cum 
additamento & ſigni- 
ficatione, per quam 
oſtenduntur non eſſe 
Dii. 


When the $ cripture 
names them, who are 
not Gods, it does not 


ſhew them to be abſo- 


lutely Gods, That is, 
does not uſe any ſuch 
Expreſſions about 
them, as are made 
uſe of to ſhew either 


immediately, or by 
Inference, that the Father and the Son are 
abſolutely God; but makes mention of them 
with additional Term and Token, that ſhew 


them to be no Goas, 
Whence it appears, that according to this 
Author, abſolutely is uſed in ſuch a Meaning 
as comprehends both Father and Son, and 


excludes falſe Gods, and is not applied to the 
Perſon of the Father, in Contradiſtinction 
to the Son : In which latter Senſe the Dr. 
underſtands it, when, he ſays, 6 Fe; abſo- 
lately, is the ſame as 6 mTavlopaTrwe, or 6 N 
m4vlev $5; Which he holds to be a Per- 
ſonal Character of the Father. But to give 
two or three Proofs more out of Scripture, 
as interpreted by the Antients. *AviSn 6 Secs 
ey denaſuf, Ec. Pſal. xlvi. 6, Cc. is at- 
tributed to Chriſt by Juſtin Martyr, in Dial. 
cum Tryph. O Sed s Ozuar Net, Hab. 
iii. 3. by Irenæus, Lib. 3. c. 23. Kal U 7 
20200 d Lv 6 Yb; Ice Exod. xxiv. 10. 
by Euſebius, Lib. 5. c. 18. Dem. Ev. þ = 
4 ee 
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deed it would be endleſs to ſhew how Seis, 
with the Article 5, is given — to 
Chriſt in the Holy Scriptures, as cited by 
the Antients. They uſe alſo themſelves, 
$ Sede, of the Perſon of the Son. Juſtin ſays, 
in Dial. cum Tryph. p. 54. Edit. Steph. That 
He is 6 I#% 4nd N Ilzlegs 7 SA Yen Yes 
2, Ay, & copia, &. Ireneus, ò Jus by av- 
Own. Helo, Lib. 3. c. 23. Clem. Alexan- 
FRE „ Le trwipacey, ire Hs I Faw 
T den, Eros Nu & Ye 6 Adgos, Pædag. 
Lib. 1. p. 110. Eaſebius, & N ay 5 Sus 
A „ rab pd Demon. Evang. Lib. 5. 
ES: The Dr. may probably think that 
theſe latter Citations, tho* they prove the 
Son to be Ses, with the Article 6, yet don't 
prove him to be abſolutely God like the 
former; becauſe 5 Se, is not uſed ab- 
folutely by it ſelf, but with the Term 
Y N. But I muſt. fay that accord- 
ing to Iren.eus's Notion of abſolutely, which I 
have already explained, they are abſolute Ex- 
preſſions, becauſe there is no additional 
Term or Token that ſhews the Perſon 
fpoken of under the Character of 5 Sede to 
be no True God ; which is the Mark of Di- 
ſtinction he gives us, to know God abſolute- 
ly fo called, from thoſe who are not abſo- 
lutely called by that Title. Now that theſe 
Authors had a different Notion of the Word 
abſolutely, from that of Irencus, is what I am 


not apprized of; tho” if they had, yet the 
A po- 
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Fo Apology is certainly good for Irenew's own 

| Expreſſion, 6 Sed & dd the, which 
is abſolute in his Senſe, notwithſtanding, 
what Dr. Clarke ſays, in his Letter dat 
Jul) 22.1714. © That in the Paſſage of Ire- 
« 4s, cited again by poor Dr. Grabe, 5 9%; 
« 2» avipwr A tele, the Words 6 Seôs are 
« zot put abſolutely,” And why ſo? Becauſe 
they refer to Chriſt. And ſo do thoſe 
Expreſſions which Irene brings to prove 

him abſolutehy God. And yet they are ab- 
ſolute in his Senſe, becauſe there is nothing 
joined to them that argues the Son to be no 
True God. Nay, I may ſay, that 5 Se; 2 
der; Havelo, is as abſolute as 5 Ses it 
Dau iu, Hab. iii. 3. to which it plainly 
refers, as xvecc does in the ſame Fragment 
to the Term Lord, in the Citations. out of 
Iſaiah and Joel, in which it is ufed abſolute- 
y. So that I am perſwaded it was not a Po- 
verty or Weakneſs of Judgment, but a right 
Underſtanding of the Mind of his Author, 
that made the good and learned Dr. Grabe 
cite that Paſſage in the Manner he does. 

The learned Dr. tells us 1a the Margin, 

that the ſame Remark (namely, that 6 $43; 1s 
appropriated to God the Father) 1s largely 
inſiſted on by * Euſebius. But JI am of Opi- 
nion, that there is a Difference between him 

and Origen. For Origen appropriates it to the 


. See this Authority wged againft the learned Author of Some 
Conſiderations, Cc. p. 281. 


Per ſon 
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Perſon of the Father; but Euſebius does not 
deny it generally to the Son, but ſays, in 
Oppoſition to Marcellus, a reputed Sabellian, 
T hat if Father and Son were Perſonally One, 
the Apoſtle would in this Place have faid 
thus; The Word was with God (the Father,) 
and the Word was that God (5 Ses) the very 
Perſon of God the Father. Which, I think, 
does not deny the Uſe of the Article in other 
Places, but only ſhew the Impropriety of it 
here in ſuch a Perſonal Senſe; for otherwiſe 
this learned Author applies 5 Sg to the Son, 
both in his Scripture Interpretations, and 
in. his own Expreſſions. Nay, Philo the Jem, 
whom I take to be the Author of this Cri- 
ticiſm, and whoſe imperfect Notions of the 
Word, no leſs than his allegorical Genius, 
might lead him ſometimes to Remarks 
which it may not be ſafe for Chriſtians to 
follow, does not make it a general Rule, 
that the Article ò is to be omitted, when the 
Term Sed is ſpoken of the Word; but only 
ſays it is {01a that particular Place of Scrip- 
ture, 2, 7 teegy) Which he is there ſpeak- 
ing of, pag. 599. For otherwiſe in that very 
Page, and in pag. 74. he calls him 6 Se. 
As for the Citation out of Clem. Alexandrinus, 
brought againſt the learned Author of Some 
Conſiderations, & c. pag. 282, tho? it ſhews 
that Father to have allowed the Diſtinction 
in ſome Caſes, yet it does not prove, that he 
admitted it in relation to the Son, whom, 
as 


& . 
\ * 


— 


3 

64 The True Scripture Doctrine 

as I have ſhewn a little before, he calls God, 
Deos, with the Article 6. os ab 
There 1s one Criticiſm ſtill behind of the 
learned Dr's, and that is, that ò Se, Heb. i. 
8. is the Vocative Caſe from S:%, without 
an Article: But, I humbly conceive, that 
the Vocative Caſe of Ses is Ste, as Matt. 
xXvii. 46. And that 5 Se is the Nomina- 
tive Caſe, uſed in a Vocative Senſe; and 
that the Articles have no Vocative Caſe, 
but that the Adverb ò is uſed with the 
Vocative, as Grammarians obſerve. And 
that therefore if 5 5:5; be appropriated to 
the Father, it can be uſed in a Vocative 
Senſe for him only, and not for the Son ; 
who, according to the Dr. has no right to 
the Article 5 before the Term Sed; in the 
Nominative Cale. DEA. 


VIII. 1 Cor. viii. 4, 5, 6. We know that 
an Idol is nothing in the Worlu, and that 
there is none other God but One, &c. 


I have conſidered this Text before under 
N. F. and ſhall. proceed a little further in 
this Place. The learned Dr. fays, pag. 69. 
FBut to ſay that the One God the Father is 
the Son alſo, and not the Father only.” 
I do not know the Perſon who ia this preſent 
Controverſy ſays, That the One God the 
Father, as He is the Perſon of the Father, 
is the Son. But to ſay, That the Ove _ 

| who 
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who is the Father in the firſt Subſiſtence of 
the Godhead, is the Son in the ſecond Sub- 
ſiſtence; is, I think, not contrary to Scrip- 
ture nor Tradition. But adds the Dr.“ Or 
« (to fay) that the Son is not excluded from 
ce being that One God, which is the Perſon of 
4 the Father; this is directly affirming, that 
« TwoPerſons are one and the ſame Perſon.“ 
The Anſwer is plain, That tho' the Son is 
not excluded from being ſubſtantially com- 
prehended in that One God, who in the firſt 
Subſiſtance of the Godhead is the Perſon of 
the Father, yet he who ſo includes the Son, 
does not affirm, that two Perſons are one 
and the ſame Perſon; becauſe he conſiders 
the Son, who is ſo ſubſtantially included, to 
be God, not in the firſt Subſiſtence of the 
Godhead, but in the ſecond. Pag. 70. The 
Dr. ſays, © If the Apoſtle had here men- 
« tioned Jzſus Chriſt in the ſecond Place 
„only upon Account of his being (as God 
« Man) a Being diſtinct from pure Deity ; 
4 he muſt have ſaid, not One God the Father; 

but One God the Father, and Son, and Holy 
* Ghoſt; and One Lord, (or God Man) Jeſus 
« Chriſt.“ Frft, I no where ſay, that it is 
the only Reaſon, tho? I conceive it to be a 
ſufficient one. Secondly, It may be worthy 
to be conſidered, whether the Word Son ſim- 
ply uſed, does not generally ——— the 
econd Perſon under both Characters of God 


and Man; and it ſo, whether it would not 
_” have 
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have been unneceſſary to have mentioned 
him with the Father, ſince He was to be 
diſtinctly ſpoken of afterward as Mediator, 
or as God and Man. Tho! had the Dr. put 
Word inſtead of Son, yet it is hard to call-in 
this Caſe what the Apoſtle ſhould have faid 
more, than he has ſaid. Chryſoſfom fays, 
That the Holy Ghoſt is omitted, and the Son 
not mentioned by the Name Goa, that the 
Apoſtle might not be thought to teach a 
Plurality of Gods. The Words are theſe. 
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If therefore he (the 
Apoſtle) did not dare 
to call the Son God, to- 
gether with the Father, 
that He might not be 
thought to ſpeak of two 
Gods; why doeſt thou 
wonder that He did not 
make mention of the 


Spirit? For He was 


then labouring to con- 
vince them, (the Co- 


rinthians,) that we were not Polytheiſts. 
So alſo Theophyl. in Loc. I will add alſo 
the following Citation out of Chry/oſt. | 


Kabale tx AC del 7 
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As the Father is not 
excluded from being 
Lord — becauſe the 
Son is called the One 


I Vid. Hilar, de Trin. Lib, 8. p. 62. col. 2. Edit. Paris, 1572» 


who 
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Lord: So neither is 7 uw t#x&2anu f FI 
the Son excluded from Sr A 7 te 
being God, — becauſe Iroy Ae 7 Tlzlegx 
the Father is called in Loc. 

the One God. 

See alſo Theodorite and Theophylatt upon the 
Place, and Ferom upon Epheſ. iv. 5. Irenæus 
certainly held a ſubſtantial Union, or Unity 
of Subſtance in the Father, and the Word, 
as has been ſhewn before in Article the Firſt. 
To which may be added what he fays, 
Lib, 2. cap. 18. n | 

But in that God, In eo autem qui ſit 
who is over All, foraſ= ſuper omnes Deus, 
much as He is all Mind, totus nus & totus Lo- 
and all Word, and there gos cum ſit. & 
is nothing ſooner or nec aliud antiquius 
later ; nec poſterius, Sc. 

That is, the Mord, who is comprehended 
in the One God over All, is of the fame Du- 
ration with the One God. And in the ſame 
Chapter, under the Term Goa, is under- 
ſtood and contained * Mind, and Word, and 
Life, and Incorruption, and Truth, and Mis 
dom, and Goodneſs, and all ſuch Appellations, 
Where by the Term Word 1s not meant, as 
is evident from the Context, an Attribute of 
the Father, but the Perſon of the Son 1n re- 
lation to his Godhead, being oppoſed under 


* Appellationi enim Dei coobaudientur Senſus, & Verbum, 
& Vita, & Incorruptela, & Veritas, & Sapientia, & Bonitas, 
& omnia tal ia. Lib. 2. c. 18. 

F 2 the 
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the Titles of Word, Life, and Truth, to the 
Tons of the Valentinians, called by thoſe 
Names: And by the Term Wiſdom, is 
meant the Holy Ghoſt, as will appear from 
Chap. 55. Lib. 2. and elſewhere ; which alſo 
may be meant by the Term Goodneſs. If 
then the God over All, be all Word; if the 
Word, and Wiſdom, or the Holy Ghoft, be 
comprehended under the Term Goa, and 
that with an Unity of Subſtance; what 
other Interpretation can be put upon Epheſ. 
Iv. 6. as cited by Irenæus, than that which 
I have given. For He who is al! * Word, 
if He is thro? All by his Word, as the Dr. ex- 
plains it, is thro? All things, as He is the Word. 
And the God, who is Wiſdom, or the Spirit, 
if He is in All by his Spirit, is in All as He is 
the Spirit. See more of this, N. 382. Bi- 
{hop Pearſon, and Biſhop Bull, have been 
conſidered, N. 5. And Hilary, N. 2. As 
for Athanaſius, ſee N. 382. 


VI. Adds v. 3, 4. Jo Ihe to the Holy Ghoſt 
Thou haſt not lyed unto Men, but 
unto God. 


That attempting to deceive the Holy 
Ghoſt, was in effect an attempt to deceive 
God himſelf, or God the Father, as this 
learned Gentleman underſtands it, is not to 


In quo diſtabit Dei Verbum, imo magis ipſe Deus, cum 
fit Verbum, Ce. Lib. 2. c. 18. bs 
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be doubted. But this is not all; the at- 
tempting to deceive the Holy Ghoſt was an 
attempting to deceive God himſelf, as He is 
the Holy Ghoſt. But the Dr. ſays, That I 
cannot alledge any Author till after Atha- 
naſius's Days, that underſtood this Text in any 
other Senſe, than he there gives. My An- 
ſwer is, That I have not met with one An- 
tinicene Writer, that has denied the Holy 
Ghoſt to be the God mentioned in the Text. 
For thoſe early Authors cite many Paſſages 
of the New Teſtament, of which this is one, 
in ſuch a Manner, as that nothing can be 
inferred from them concerning their Opi- 
nions, that can decide the Controverſies of 
aſter- Ages. However, St. Cyprian, in his 
Third Book of Teſtimonies, Chap. 30. in 
which he treats of paying our Vows to God, 
alledges this Inſtance as a Breach of that 
Duty ; which if it be compared with his 
| Epiſtle to Jubaianus, where he comprehends 
the Holy Ghoſt under the Term God, will 
render it probable, that he believed the 
Holy Ghoſt to be the God, whom Ananias 
and Saphira attempted to deceive. The 
Poſt-nicene Writers, when there was occaſion 
given to ſpeak of this Text with greater 
Accuracy, explain it in Favour of the Dt- 
vinity of the Spirit. Athanaſius, in his Trea- 
tile de Irin. & Spirit. Sancto, 9. 12. ſays, 
They will perhays ſay, Dicent forte, qui 
that they, who lye to Spiritui mentiuntur, 
F 3 the 
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ficut qui miniſtrum 


contumelia afficiunt, 


Regem dehoneſtant. 
Quibus dicimus; er- 
go & illi Apoſtolo 
mentientes, nonne 
Deo mentiti ſunt? 
Oportebat ergo Pe- 
trum memorantem: 
Quid quod tentavit 
Satanas cor tuum 
mentiri Spiritui San- 
co? Non es menti- 
tus Spiritui Sancto, 
ſed Deo. Aut di- 


cere, quid quod ten- 


ta vit Satanas menti- 
ri nobis? Non es 
mentitus Hominibus, 
ſed Deo, ut ſequen- 
tia ratio habeat. 


the Spirit of God, | lye 
to Gia: » they * > 
affront the Miniſter, 
diſhonour the Ring. To 
whom we Anſwer, 
Did not they therefore, 
when they lyed to the 
Apoſtle, He alſo to 
God? Peter therefore 


| ſhould either have ſaid, 


How comes it that Sa- 
tan hath tempted thins 
Heart to lye to the Holy 
Ghoſt? Thou haſt not 
lyea to the Holy Ghoſt, 
but to God. Or he 
ſhould hade ſaid, How 
comes it that Satan 
tempted thee to lye to 
us] Thou haſt not lyed 
to Men, but to God; 
that the Conſequence 
might be reaſonable. 


Greg. Nyſſ. in his Oration de Deit. Fil. £9 


Spiritus Sancti, ſa ys, 
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As therefore he who 
uſes this Expreſſion, he 
who 1njures a reaſon- 
able Creature, injures 
a Man, does not refer the 
Injury totwoPerſons,but 
to one Perſon, known by 


different 
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different Properties: So y me Sr 25 ö 
Peter alſo in Te Ilkreg;, , mvilue N 
that Ananias lyed to the Oed) crwy maps F 
Spirit, and to God, ſhews *Avavis Nie D, 
them, who are of pious Tam C Sus — 
Sentiments, that theſe am19{mwou. 
two Words mean the 
ſame thing, p. 910. * 

But ſays the learned Dr. p.74,75. © If the 
“ Word God, placed abſolutely as in this 
“ Text, ſignified not the Father, but either 
& the Holy Spirit, or the whole Three Perſons, 
“ it would follow, that the + Holy Spirit of 
“ God, was the Holy Spirit of himſelf.” Surely 
this learned Gentleman may eaſily ſee, that 
thoꝰ God abſolutely placed may relate to the 
Perſon of the Holy Ghoſt, where the Cir- 
cumſtances of the Text fo determine it: 
Yet it is not neceſſary it ſhould fo relate, 
where there are no Circumſtances to deter- 
mine it to the Perſon of the Spirit. The 
Holy Spirit may be God, as being the Third 
in the Godhead, and yet may be the Holy Spi- 
rit of God, that is, of God the Father who is 
Firſt, or of God the Son who is Second, or of 
both together, without being the Holy Spirit 
of himſelf. But, Secondly, put the Caſe it 
were granted, that in this Expreſſion, the 


** —— 


* See Ambroſ. de Spirit. Sano. Lib. 3. c. 10. & Exp. fidet ad 
Cyril. among ſerom's Works. Baſil. adv. Eunom. Lib. 5. p. 124. D. 
And de Spirit Sano, c. 16. p. 179. f See N. 1075. 
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Holy Spirit of God, the Word God ſtands for 
the Trinity, yet there would be no more Ab- 
ſurdity in ſaying, the Holy Spirit of the Trinity, 
tho' the Spirit be a Part of the Trinity, 
than in ſaying, the Spirit of a Man, which is 
yet a Part of the Man; and this latter Ex- 
prefſion is the Style of * Scripture, or of the 
Holy Ghoſt. The Dr. concludes this Article, 
5. 7576. with the following Reflection upon 
my Reaſoning for the Divinity of the Spirit 
in this Place, The Strength of it indeed 
&« 1s no more than this: If the Holy Ghoſt 
& beat all ſubordinate to tlie Father (as the 
« Scripture every where declares He is ſent 
“ and given by him) then He is nothing at 
all ſuperior to Men,” Any one would imagine 
from this Repreſentation, that I, who hold 
the Holy Ghoſt to be ſuperior to Men, do 
therefore not think him to be ſubordinate to 
the Father, to be ſent and given by him. 
Whereas I hold him to be ſubordinate to the 
Father as proceeding from him, to be ſent 
and given by him, and yet to be Gad the 
Holy Ghoſt; and therefore to be as much 
ſuperior to Men, as God is to Man: So that 
a Crime committed againſt Men, is com- 
paratively nothing in reſpe& of a Crime 
committed againſt him. But how the Dr. 
who does not ſeem to make that Difference 
between Men and the Holy Ghoſt as I do, 
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but rather to place him beneath the Dignity 


of a God, by not confeſſing him to be God 
the Holy Ghoſt, can make ſuch a Difference 
between Two Beings acting alike by a com- 
miſſioned Power, neither of which is God, 
that what is a Crime againſt one, ſhould 
be mentioned as of no Conſideration in re- 
ſpe& of the other, is what he does not yet 
explain, tho' I conceive there are many 
Readers, who ſtand in need of Help to re- 
concile this Matter. The Proceſs of my 
Remarks will ſhew, whether God, in no 
other Text, ever ſignifies the Holy Ghoſt, pag. 74. 
I will conclude with a Saying out of Jerom, in 
his Notes on [/a. Ixiii. 


If any one ſhall pro- 
vote and grieve the 
Holy Ghoſt —— He pro- 
vokes God; for the 
Holy Ghoſt is of the 
ſame Nature with Fa- 
ther and Son. 


Sin autem quis ex- 
aſperaverit & afflix- 
erit Spiritum San- 
ctum Deum ex- 
aſperat: Ejuſdem e- 
nim Spiritus Sanctus 
cum Patre Filioq; 
Naturæ eſt. 


And then he gives an Inſtance of this Pro- 
vocation in the Story of Ananias and Sa- 


phira, 


CLXXX. Galat. iv. 8. Te did Service 
unto them, which by Nature are no Gods. 


My Reaſons why the Term Nature ſigni- 
hes Eſſence or Subſtance, are the follow ing: 


Firſt, 


L 1 


N Y 
N 
1 a 
' 


74 The True Scripture Doct rme 


Firſt, Becauſe the Confidence and Honour 
due to God, are required to be given him 
principally on account of his babig 5 ., Je- 
hovah, or Jah, that is, He who i, or whoſe 
Eſſence and Exiſtence is neceſſary, Exod. iii. 
14, 15. Pfal. Ixviii. 4. that is, on Account of 
his being eſſentially and ſubſtantially God. 
And therefore it 1s. reaſonable to ſuppoſe, 
that Service paid to any other Being would 
be principally condemned in this reſpect, 
that it was paid to one Who was not 6 d, Je- 
hovah, or Jah, or who was not eſſentially 
and ſubſtantially God. Secondly, Scripture 1s 
uſed to argue, that the Gods of the Heathen, 
or the Beings called Gods, are no Gods; and 
by Conſequence, that Honour is not due to 
them, becauſe their Eſſence or Subſtance is 
not Divine. Thus P/al. cxv. in Oppoſition 
to Fehovah, or 6 av, the God of Tjrael, Taols 
are ſaid to be Silver and Gold, v. 4. that is, 
Beings of a Subſtance uncapable of Deity, 
and therefore were ſo far from being Gods, 
that they could neither ſpeak, nor ſee, nor 
hear, &c. and that whoſoever truſted in 
them, were like unto them, or in a manner 
as ſenſeleſs as they. Again: When the 
Heart of the Prince of Tyre was lifted up, and 
he ſaid, I am God; The Divine Anſwer is, 
Thou art a Man, and not God. Shewing 
from the Difference of Eſſence, or from his 
being a Creature of a rational and imma- 
terial, and a mortal and material — 
tnat 
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chat his Pretenſions to Divinity were ground- 
leſs and fooliſh, Exel. xxviii. for adds the Pro- 
phet, ver. 9. Wilt thoa yet ſay before him that 
ſlayeth thee, I am God? But thou fhalt be a Man, 
and no Ged in the Hand of him that ſlayeth thee. 
Thirdly, Divine Worſhip is not commanded 
to be paid to any Being that is not ſubſtan- 
tially and eſſentially God, but to ſuch * only. 
And therefore the Eſſence or Subſtance of the 
Godhead being the principal Ground of ſuch 
Worſhip, the want of that Eſſence or Sub- 
ſtance, as I have obſerved before, 1s the prin- 
cipal Reaſon why no ſuch Worſhip ſhould 
be paid to any, who for want of that Eſſence 
or Subſtance are no Gods. And therefore, 
ſince the Apoſtle pronounces them no Gods, 
who are not Gods by Natare, he may be 
juſtly ſuppoſed to give the principal Reaſon 
for his Aſſertion, namely, their want of the 
Eſſence or Subſtance of the Godhead : And 
to uſe the Term Nature for Eſſence or Sub- 
ſtance ; in which Senſe, as + Phavorinus tells 
us, It is generally uſed by the Chriſtian Doctors. 
I take therefore the true Notion of Idolatry, 
in the proper Senſe of the Word, to be pay- 
ing Worſhip to a Being as Gcd, or as having 
theSubſtance and Perfect ions of God, which 
indeed has no ſuch Subſtance and Perfections. 
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The Dr's Notion of Idolatry is this, The 
c aſcribing to any Being, real or imaginary, 
“ ſuch inviſible Dominion, or Power, and 
& conſequently ſuch Worſhip and Honour 
&« as does not belong to it.” Which I take 
to be a looſe Definition ; for ſhould I aſcribe 
to an inferior Angel the Power and Honour 
of an Arch-Angel, I do not conceive it to 
be Idolatry, becauſe I do not put him up in 
the Place of God, but of a Fellow Creature ; 
J do not aſcribe to him the Divine Subſtance 
and Attributes : Neither does it take off any 
thing from my Faith in, and Dependance 
upon God, to whom, . notwithſtanding this 
Miſtake, I immediately apply my ſelf for his 
Favour and Protection, leaving it to his Pro- 
vidence either to bleſs me by himſelf, or by 
theſe Second Cauſes, as He ſhall think fir. 
The Dr. proceeds; “ For Worſhip being 
“ nothing elſe but the Acknowledgment or 
« Payment of due Honour, correſpondent to 
the true Dominion and Dignity of the Per- 
& fon to whom it is paid.” The Power and 
Perfections of God, are founded in his Sub- 
ſtance or Eſſence, and are inſeparable from 
it ; whence it follows, that Divine Worſhip, 
or the Worſhip of God, which 1s founded 
upon them, is a Payment of due Honour, ac- 
cording as the Subſtance or Eſſence of God, 
to whom it is paid, is powerful and per- 
fect; which Subſtance being the moſt pow- 
erful, and moſt perfect, the Worſhip that 


IS 
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is paid to God, is the higheſt Worſhip. The 
Dr. goes on in a Parentheſis; (“ For all 
« Worſhip or Honour 1s Perſonal, paid not 
« to a Metaphyſical Subſtance, but to an 
intelligent Agent.“) Tho Honour be not 
paid to the Divine Subſtance abſtracted from 
its Perfections, which are really and inſepe- 
rably one with it, yet is it [an to the Di- 
vine Subſtance and Perfections together, 
which are no other than God himſelf. And 
the Honour thus paid is a Perſonal Honour, 
becauſe it is paid to the Divine Subſtance 
and Attributes, as Perſonalized in the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt. But further, The Dr's 
Notion of Perſon, pag. 40. is an intelligent Be- 
ing; now Being is the Subject or Subſtance, 
and intelligent the Attribute: So that an in- 
telligent Being, is the ſame with an intelligent 
Subſtance ; if then Worſhip be Perſonal, and 
Perſon an intelligent Subſtance, the Idea of 
Subſtance 1s not excluded out of the Object 
of our Worſhip. The Dr. concludes, “ It 
« follows manifeſtly, that fo far as Domi- 
* nion, and Power, and Authority, is aſ- 
« cribed to any Being, more than it really 
« has; ſo far that Being is meerly [wa] 
« an Idol, a Nothing in the World, 1 Cor. viii. 
« 4. a meer Fiction of the Imagination.” 
I Anſwer, That ſo far as the Power and 
Perfections of God are aſcribed to any Being 
as God, which is not God, and has not ſuch 
Power and PerfeCtions ; ſo far is the rr 
Sub- 
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Subſtance the inſeperable Ground of all 
ſuch Perfections falſly aſcribed to it; and fo 
far is that Being an Idol, a Nothing in the 
World, as having nothing of the Divine 
Subſtance and Attributes: that are aſcribed 
to it. And this I have obſerved to be pro- 
perly and ſtrictly the Notion of Idolatry ac- 
' cording to Scripture, namely, when a Be- 
ing, that is not God, or has no Divine Sub- 
ſtance and Attributes, 15 honoured as if it 
were God, or had ſuch Divine Subſtance and 
Attributes. And in this Senſe does Clem. 
Alexandrinus underſtand it, who ſays, 
"E:AonAzleeie tx F ladblatry is the divi- 
200 eig T&s moAng ding of the One God in- 
Earwipnoig nr Yi, to many, 
Strom. 3. p- 464. 

That is, attributing Divinity, or Divine 
Subſtance and Perfections to many Beings, 
which have nothing at all of them. There 
is indeed a Secondary, and leſs proper No- 
tion given to the Word, Epheſ. v. 5. where 
a covetous Man is called an Idolater ; but this is 
not ſpoken, as if every, or perhaps any co- 
vetous Man profeſtedly and intentionally 
Attributes the Subſtance and Perfe&ions of 
God to Gold and Silver, and gives them the 
Worſhip due to that Subſtance and its Per- 
fections, but becauſe he confides in them in 
ſuch a Manner, as God only ſhould be con- 
fided in; which is in effect to give them a 
Divine Subſtance, Nature, and — 
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and to make them an Idgl. The ſame may 
applied to any other thing delighted and 
confided in, in Preidice to our Delight 
and Confidence in God. Beſides theſe two 
Meanings, I know no other Notion of Ido- 
latry: So that the learned Dr's Words ſeem 
too lax, when hie ſays, pag. 80. That ſo 
far as Dominion, and Power, and Autho- 
« rity is aſcribed to any Being, more than 
« it really has; fo far that Being is meerly 
4 an Idol.“ For an ignorant Perſon may 
aſcribe more Power to a ſubordinate Ma- 
giſtrate than really he has, and yet that ſub- 
ordinate Magiſtrate is not therefore an Idol 
in the religious Senſe of the Word: Becauſe 
that Power is not aſcribed to him in Pre- 
judice to the Honour and Glory of God. 
He may, indeed, be a political Idol, if they 
rank him in Power and Authority with his 
Prince; but not an Idol, as the Scripture un- 
derſtands it, that is, ſuch as receives the 
Honour and Worſhip of a God. It is my 
Opinion therefore, that St. Paul charges the 
Galatians in the Text, now under Conlidera- 
tion, with ſerving Gods that neither were 
Supreme, Self-exijtent, nor Independent, like 
the Father ; nor had received from him the 
Divine Subſtance, and its inſeperable Attri- 
butes, like the Son and Holy Ghoſt ; which 
he might well do, tho? it be ſuppoſed that 
the Heathens did not look upon their Gods 
to be Gods in Subſtance, or Nature, but in 

Power 
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Power only becauſe it was informing them 
that none could be Gods in Power, who 
were not ſuch in Subſtance; And that there- 
fore the Gods they worſhipped being not 
Gods in Subſtance, could not be ſuch in 
Power. Tho? I think it appears from the 
Genealogy of their Gods, and the Saying of 
Acmiliames the Roman Govgtngur, That the 
Gods they worſhipped were reputed to be 
Gods 1n Natare or Subſtance, as well as in 
Power; for he addreſſes himſelf thus to Dio- 
Nyſius of Alexandria, when he endeavoured to 
perſwade him to Worſhip his Gods with the 
One God and Creator of all Things,  * 
Tis v Vai; nwAvet Who hinders you 
Sr, Gre? B Bids, from worſhipping this 
pela 2 xc ev (One God and Crea- 
Sed Tegoxuvewy. Eu- tor) alſo, if he bea God, 
ſeb. Eccl. Hiſt. Lib.7. together with them who 
c. II. are Gods by Nature, 
That is, together with the Roman Gods, 
ſhewing by this Expreſſion, that in his Opi- 
nion, a Godhead founded on Nature or Sub- 
ſtance, was the Ground of the Worſhip paid 
to their Gods; as the Apoſtle ſuppoſes it, 
and in effect requires it in the Text before 
us, to be the real Ground of the Chriſtian 
Worſhip. And it may be obſerved, that 
when he ſaid of the Chriſtians God, &4 
Ve Seo, if he be a God, he meant at lea 
ſuch a God as theirs, that is, xd qyow, 4 


God by Nature. 
CCLXIV. 


than the Houſe. 
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CCLXIV. Heb: iii. 3, 4. For this Perſon 


(viz. Chriſt) was counted worthy of more 
Glory than Moſes, inaſmuch as He, who 
hath builded the Houſe, hath more Honour 


** » 


For every Houſe is builded by ſome One; but 
He that built all Things, is God, &c. 


The Dr. thinks, that my Interpretation 
ſpoils the Elegancy of the Compariſon whicl 
the Apoſtle makes between Moſes's Faithful- 


neſs as a Servant, and Chriſt's as a Son; as 
if affirming him to be the God, who built the 
Honſe, was inconſiſtent with his Fairhfulneſs 
as a Sor over his own Houſe : When, indeed, 
my Interpretation proves him to be God the 
Son; which I will confirm with the follow- 
ing Authorities. Philo the Jem ſays, 


That this viſible 
World is nothing elſe 
but the Houſe of God, 
(meaning the Word) 
one of the Powers of the 
True God, by which He 
is Good. 

'That this Power, 
called God, is that which 
made, and orders all 
Things. 

And that there are 
Two Divine Temples, 
of which this World is 
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ee Me One, in which the Di- 

urs Sri; AIG... De vine Word, the Firſt- 

Som. p. 597. © bepotten of God, 1 
High-Prieſt. 

Where he affirms, \ That the Power, 
which created all Things, is God (the 
Word;) That the World, and conſequent- 
ly the Church, a Part of it, is the Houſe of 
God (theWord;) And that the Divine Mora, 
the img o_g- of God, is the High-Prieſt 
of the World, Hoaſe, or Temple: Which, 
I think, is fo like the Apoſtle's Style in this 
Epiſtle, that it may very well be uſed as a 
Comment on the Place, making ſome Al- 
lowance for their different Notions of the 
Dignity of the Word, whom yet they both 
call Sede, God. Theodorit ſays, on ver. 4. 
we mult know, ah ea | 

To wiv UTiCoyw at he (the A 
am & Veins £9\abe ＋ ſtle) ſhews the Exel 
TEM. lency (of Chriſt) from 

his Divine Natare, 

Underſtanding the Term God, of the Per- 
ſon of Chriſt. 

And Chryſoftom, on ver. 2. ſays, 

Arg pv E 223 He (the Apoſtle) 
A opus, Aveo! Fee I begins with the Fleſh, 
Stolnſæ, tbe S, ovy- and aſcends to the God- 
© 41K nv vue a head (of Chriſt, *. 4.) 

where there could be no 
more Compariſon between Him and Moſes. 


See alſo Theophyl, upon the Place. 
CCLXXXIX. 
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GG. 2 Pet rn. The Righte- 
i of our God, and Saviour Jeſus 
Chriſt. 


The learned Dr. pag. 83. Blames me * 
for ſetting down my own Tranſlation 
only; which, he fays, © Determines the 
« Senſe according to my Explication.” The 
Tranſlation in the Ergliſh Bible is this; Of | 
God and our Saviour. My Reaſon for differ- . 
ing from it, is the Poſition of 1z4y immedi- | 
ately after 9:3, which requires it ſhould be 
rendred our God: Whereas, it ſhould have 
been put after owjegs, as it is Tit. ii. 13. if 
it had anſwered our Exgliſh Tranſlation. 
In which latter Poſition Dr. Mills is of Opi- 
nion, the Syriac and Arabic Tranſlators found 
it in their Greek Copies. For otherwiſe, to 
make #uwy, as it ſtands before , to refer 
to gde, Will, I believe, be found upon 
Examination to be "_y different from the 
Apoſtle's Manner of placing his Words on 
the like Occaſions. 

The Dr's Reaſons for underſtanding the 
Term God of the Perſon of the Father, I 
leave to the Reader; and ſhall only make 

two or three Remarks upon what he has 
ſaid in Oppoſition to mine. Hirſt then, Tho 
it ſhould be granted that God our Saviour, be 
always ſpoken of the Father, yet is there a 
great Difference between God our Saviour, 
G 2 aud 
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and the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and our God and 
Saviour Jeſas Chriſt : Fhe former belongs to 
two Perſons, but the latter not ſo evidently. 
Secondly, The Great God is not a Character 
appropriated to the Father excluſive of the 
Son. In the 0% Teftamert it is ſpoken of the 
One God, who was known to the Bulk of the 
Jews in one Subſiſtence only, but was really 
in more: Sce N. 2, 3. Now the Son is not 
excluded out of the One God, as has been al- 
ready proved, N. 1, 2, 3, Sc. The Son 
therefore is not excluded out of the Great 
God; but as the Father and He are the One 
God, ſo are they the Great God. The Truth, 
indeed, appears to be this: As the Term 
One is not uſed in 2 to the Son when 
it is joyned with God, but to falſe Gods; fo 
neither are the Appellations, Trae, Living, 
Great. Thus Pſal. xcv. 3. God is called the 
Great God above all Gods; that is, above 
all falſe and pretended De ities, P/al. xcvi. 4,5. 
And Pſal. cxxxv. 5. I know that the Lord is 
Great, and that our Lord is abowe all Gods; 
that 1s, above the Idols of the Heathens, 
wer. 35. and other Gods in Title only. And 
therefore ſome of the Antients never ſerupled 
to apply the Name to the Son of God. I 
have obſerved in my firſt Anſwer, that this 
was done by Clem. Alexandrinus, and Greg, 
Niſſen. Origen does the fame, who ſays, 
That to foretell, that God the Word, as ſuch, 
ſhould die; is the ſame as to foretell that the Great 

Goa 
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God (5% utyas $%) ſhould die, Lib. 7. cont. 

Celſ. p. 342: Baſil interprets Tir. ii. 13. of 

che Son. Adv. Eunom. Lib. 4. p. 107. And 

ſo do Chryſoſtom and Theodorite, wh 
The former of whom ſays, 

Where are they, who IIg &7 Gt 7 Ha- 
fay, that the Father is leg; Oafine T yaw 
eſs than the Son ? A. 

And the latter, 

He (the Apoſtle) Mtyav 5 Se - 
named C hriſt, the Great pare 7 12 wv, T ar 
God, confuting there- ceſ ao H ννG d 
by the Blaſphemy of the Ny u 
Heretics. 1 

Ferom is of the ſame Mind. And Cyril of 
Alexandria, de retta fid. p. 75. And if any 
regard may be paid to the Teſtament of the 
Twelve Patriarchs, we find the following 
Words in that of Symeon, & 6. p. 156. Spictl. 
Patr, Tom. 1, | SI 

* That the Great O x N 5 Seeg 
Lord God of Iſrael wiyzs N lo ER N e 
G 3 appeared 


— 
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* Ibe learned Dr. in bis Letter, dated July 22. 1714. is of 
Opinion, That thu Bob was written by a Sabellian Author; and 
that the Paſſage is to be under ſtood of God the Father in Chriſt, 
But I conceive it is a plain Alluſion to the following Words, s7G- 
8 Dede „ 6% F ie dbu, x, e wic arlpwnns avvartceg- 
en. This our God — did ſhew himſelf upon Earth, and con- 
verſed with Men, Baruc. 3. 35, 37. Which are applted by Anti- 
nicene Writers, to the Perſon 2. the Word, and not to God the 
Father in Chriſt : In which Senſe tbey may be referred to by this 
Author ; And am the more cmfirmed in this Opinion from tbe Tefta- 
N "Ns mers 
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vin. n e ws appeard upon the Earth 
Ap O Y ww oy 4s Man, and ſaved 
ul T Az. Adam thereby. 
Nay, a reputed Arian, in his Comment 
upon Pſal, 96. is not afraid to explain theſe 
Words, The Lord ( Jehovah) is Great, ver. 4. 
which are Terms of as great Impurtance as 
God is Great, after the following Manner. 
Mtyas, ws N Ses Hz is Great, as He 
Ado, 1, maviaev Snpur is the Word of God, and 
sp. Creator of all Things, 


Theodor. Heracl. in 
cat. Patr, a Corder. Edit. 


As for the ſingle Inſtance produced by the 
Dr. out of Rev. xix. 17. To prove that the 
& Great God is never uſed of Chriſt in the 
« New Teſtament, but of the Father only.“ 
It appears from Dr. Mills, that ſome of the 


_—_— 9 


ment of Dan. Sect. 5. where the Iiſt Sentence of the Paſſage out of 
Baruch is cited, of the ſame Divine Perſon, after the following 
manner, an xe tra iyicp dvlns, Tois av0pwms ouvvar 
yasf:pouer©r 3 for the Lord ſhall be in the midſt of Feruſalem, 


converſing with Men. And from the Teſtament of Nephthalim, | 


§. 8. where the whole is applied with ſome Variation, dh ic 
Ses, e & ap-, 6H + ts, God ſhall be ſeen 
dwelling with Men upon Earth. In the Teſtament of Levi, $. 7. 
it #s ſaid, Aran, 38 xe . % N Ad dpypia, 1 7 
8 Ids Bama, yiiv x, drfpowmy ; The Lord ſhall raile up 
out of Levi an High-Prieſt, and out of Fuda a King, both God 
and Man. Where it i reaſonable to ſuppoſe, that the Perſon raiſed 
up, who is God and Man, is diſt in't from the Lord raiſing bim 
wp z that is, that the God and Man raiſed up, is God the Son 
incar nate; and the Lord raiſing up, is God the Father; Which, 
I think, is enough to remove the Suſpicion of Sabellianiſm from this 


Auther - 
beſt 
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rw Copies, and the beſt Verſions read it, 
he Great Supper of God; which he judges to 
be the true Reading. And I am confirmed 
in that Opinion from the parallel Place, 
Exel. xxxix. 17. where it is called, not the 
Sacrifice of the Great God, but the Great Sa- 
crifice of the Lord God; or which the Lord 


God facrificed for the Fowls, and for the 


Beaſts. Thirdly, Tho? the Father be mani- 
feſted in the Son, yet the Term tare 
ſeems to be appropriated in Scripture either 
to the Appearance of the Son in Fleſh at his 
firſt coming, or to his Appearance in a Body 
of Glory at his ſecond coming. And it is 
probably in this reſpect that Baſil ſays, 

We wait for the Ap- T& © q N banpara 
pearance and coming ay #, mapsriav txt N 


of the Son, not of the ue, 8 N Talegs. 


Father ; 

Which he ſpeaks in relation to Tz. ii. 13. 
As for the Dr's Marginal Remarks on ſome 
conteſted Places, as he judges them, of the 
New Teſtament, let the Reader compare them 
with the learned Notes of that judicious 
Critic Dr. Mills. I ſhall add, however, one 
Paſſage to thoſe which are collected by that 
learned Critic, as a further Proof that Rom. 
ix. 5. belongs to the Son. Euſebius tells us, 
that in the Diocleſian Perſecution, the Sol- 
diers ſurrounding a populous City of Phry- 
gta, and ſetting it on Fire, 


G 4 Burnt 
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KelipheZav aulg; d - Burnt the Men, Mo- 
pz virmioie E, Y, 7 men, aud Children call- 
Cn A Jesu Yer- ing upon Chr iſt the God 
cy SDS. L. 8. Over all. 

"M3 0 

Which if they be really the Terms of In- 
vocation uſed by thoſe diltreſſed People, and 
not the bare Expreſſion of Euſebius, or of 
the Author from whom he had the Account, 
are an ample Teſtimony of the Opinion of 
the Chriſtians concerning the Perſon of the 
Son in that Age, and in what Senſe they un- 
derſtood Rom. ix. 5. However, Euſebius 
thought not that Title inconſiſtent with the 
Perſonal Subordination of the Son of God. 
In relation to the ſecond Text taken out of 
1 Tim. iii, 16. I ſhall obſerve, That the Con- 
text of Greg. Nyſſen, and of Theodorite, evi- 
dently ſhews, that they read 9:% God. 
Greg. Nyſſen ſays, * That St, Paul calls the 
Lord (Chriſt) not only Gad, but Great God, 
and God over All. And he proves theſe three 
Aſſertions by three Inftances ; the laſt Aſſer- 
tion by Rom. ix. 5. the ſecond by Tt. ii. 3. 
and the firſt by 1 Tim. iii. 16. Which ar- 

ues, that the Term God, was as much read 
in this laſt Text, as the Great Gad, and God 
over All, in the former; otherwiſe, - how 
conld it prove, that the Apoſtle called the 
Son Gad, for which it was cited by this Fa- 
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cher? See alſo his Treatiſe de Fide. Theodo- 
rit's Comment is this, 

For being God — Otte Þ . — N- 
He was manifeſted to M d/hagu era. 
all in Human Nature. muTas tyotln. Sapng 
And the Apoſtle has evi- 3 hues Tas Its gums 
dently taught us two Na- idF ed onprt yas 
tures ; for he ſays, The + Suzy tpn pve N 
Divine Nature was roh. 
manifeſted in Heſh, | 

Which, I think, as plainly ſuppoſes the 
Term God in the Text, as Words poſſibly can. 
Chryſoſtom ſays of the Myſtery of Godlineſs, 

It is indeed Great ; Kai yes Win; wayu 
for God became Man, elm y22 85 
and Man God, 6 Sees, , Beds ö di- 

S N. In Loc. 

An evident Variation of, God was mani- 
feſted in the Fleſh. | 

Whence 1t appears, that theſe Fathers 
read the Text, as we now find it, with the 
Term S&:; and that this Reading was both 
known and uſed before the Beginning of 
the Sixth Century. E 


CCCXL. Matt. xix. 19. There # none 
Good but One, (ée, One Being, that is, 
God; or, There is none Good but Gad 


alone. 


This Text has been conſidered, N, 1. with 
the Paſſ ges out of Clem. Alexanarinus, Atha- 


naſius, 
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naſius, and Novatian; I ſhall add two or 
three Words more by way of Confirmation. 


Philo the Jen, whom the Arians have pro- 


bably followed in fome of their Opinions, 
had ſuch a Notion of the Word, that ſome- 
times he ſpeaks of him as Goodreſs in the Ab- 
ſtract, or Eternal Goodneſs, that created all 
Things, and is it ſelf God, that is, God the 
Mord; for he ſuppoſes, 5 &, He who is, to 
be attended by two Powers; the firſt and 
molt antient of which is his Goodneſs, - 
1g, pag. 1 12, 130. Or his Eternal Goodneſs, , 
21G. hne, pag. 309. which is alſo the 
creating Power, pag. 112, 366, 367 this Good- 
neſs, or creating Power, is called God, with 
an Article, 5 Ses, pag. 74. and without an 
Article Sede, pag. 339, 366. and the God, 
whoſe Houle this vitible World is, pag. 593. 
which God is the Word, pag. 599. At ano- 
ther time he ſays, That * God both Governs, 
and is Gocd by his Word, Which are Ex- 
preſſions of ſuch Force, as, I conceive, ſhew 
that this learned Few had no ſuch Opinion, 
that the Word was excluded from the Good- 
zeſs of the Father; ſo that my Interpretation 
is ſupported both by Jemiſh and Chriſtian 
Authority. 


— 


ft A 3 # Age » 43am0 t) J 3800, p. 112. 
And again, O az3]G& ena wu wiv dex amo bv n 
vixG- 342 (God the Word) was F T los Sis vaio, 
b iy *Agalcs iv, p. 393. | 
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I cannot paſs by the Reaſoning of Gregory 
Nyſſen, which is very proper on this Occa- 
ſion. 

How can it be, fays Ig 8 xowarci © 
he, that he who par- &ayalirmai 6 mower 
takes of the Godhead, & Sedna; 
ſhould not partake of 
its Goodneſs? Contr. Eunom. Orat. 1r. 

265. X 
f The Dr. ſays, p. 92. © For what is a Per- 
« {onal Character, but a Character which di- 
« {tinguiſhes that particular Perſon from all 


other Perſons? And what is this, but the 


« Eſſence of that Perſon? ? To which my 
Anſwer is, That if a Perſon be characteri- 
zed by that which expreſles his Subitance or 
ſubſtantial Attributes, ſuch a Character is 
eſſential : As for Inſtance, If God the Fa- 
ther be diſtinguiſhed from Idols, or falſe 
Gods, by the Character of an Eternal, Im- 
mortal, All-wiſe, and All-powerful Spirit, 
this 15 an eſſential Character, but it does not 
diſtinguiſh him trom all other Perſons; it 
does not diſtinguiſh him from the Son, and 
the Spirit. But if He be characterized by 
that which does not expreſs his Subſtance or 
ſubſtantial Attributes, ſuch a Character, tho? 
it may diſtinguiſh him from the Son, and 
Spirit, and all other Perſons, is yet no eſſen- 
tial Character. Thus anderived and unbe- 
gotten, is a Character of ihe Firſt Perſon 3 

tlie 


92 The True Scripture Doctrine 
the Godhead ; it is not & eſſential, becauſe 
it is negative, and does not expreſs either his 
Subſtance, or any of his ſubſtantial Attri. 
butes; but yet it diſtinguiſhes the Perſon 
of the Father from the Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
and all other Perfons, thoſe two Terms be- 
ing unitedly affirmed of no other Perſon 
but of the Father only; it is therefore a 
Perſonal Character, ſhewing not what the 
Father is, but that He is not derived nor 
+ begotten, or has not his Subſiſtence after 
the manner of any other Perſon or Being. 
Self-originated is of the ſame Importance 
with anderived, being a Term in its mean- 
ing Negative, and ſhewing that the Perſon, 
to whom it is applied, does not owe his Sub- 
liſtence to any other Perſon, himſelf being 
the Firſt. In Oppoſition to anbegotten in the 
Firſt Perſon, is begorten of the Father in the Se- 
cond Perſon; a Character not eſſential to 
him as He is God, becauſe it expreſſes nei- 
ther the Subſtance of the Perſon, nor any 
ſubſtantial Attribute, but yet it diſtinguiſhes 


*—_ 
— — 
— 


* YN;z Lade 3 nu, - I Bes dug Evar F oel 
271 . He is a Lyar who affirms that the Term 
{ unbezatren) ſignifies the Subſtance it ſelf, Baſe cont, Eunom. 
Lib. 1. . 19 D. 3 

+ Ingeniti autem appellatio non quid fit, (Sci. Deus) 
nobis intellig re dar, ſed quod non eſt factus. Recognit. 
Lib. 3. $-13- So Greg. Nyfl. ſays, That unb:gotten ſignifies, 
Ou 7i Hy 4X 771 vx deu, contra Eunom. p. 329. Edit. Pa- 
Tis, 1617. Our d Tn dn ty avepdvioc " Te A evire 
Au Eyv01c, Vnom@1e, Bal. cont. Eunom. p. 24, 25+ 
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the Perſon of the Son from the reſt of the 
Divine Perſons, and from any other Perſons 
whatſoever, He being the only begotten Son 
of the Father ; which makes it a Perſonal 
Character, ſignifying the Manner after 
which the Son has his Subſiſtence. Thus 
begotten is no eſſential Character of Seth the 
Son of Adam, as he is Man, that is, no 
Character expreſſing his Subſtance, or any 
ſubſtantial Attribute; for otherwiſe the Hu. 
man Subſtance and Attributes being ſpeci- 
fically the ſame in both, Adam mult have 
been begotten as well as Seth: But it is the 
Ground of the Relation of Seth as Son, to 
Adam as Father. But fays the Dr.“ If we 
& know any thing of the Eſſence of God, 
« the firſt, and of all others the moſt eſſen- 
4 tial Character of Him, is his being Self. 
c exiſtent, or Un-originated :* Which is what 
he affirms in Anſwer to the learned and in- 
genious Author of Some Conſiderations, p. 229. 
In Anſwer to which I obſerve, That the Dr. 
uſes Self-exiſtent and Un-originated as ſyno- 
nymous Terms, explaining the former by 
the latter, as he uſes Self-originated and Un- 
originated in the ſame Page, laying, pag. 92. 
Self-originated, or (to ſpeak more properly) 
Uzn-originated, Now eſſential Terms, by 
which the eſſential Character of a Thing 1s 
known, are ſuch as expreſs the Subltance 
and ſubſtantial Attributes of a Thing ; bur 
Uz-originated is Negative, ſhewing not what 

cue 
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the Subject is according to its Subſtance or 
ſubſtantial Attributes, but what it is not ac- 
cording to the Manner of having its Sub- 
ſiſtence; it ſhews not what does belong to 
the Subject, but what does not, that is, 
that it cannot be ſaid of it, that it has an 
Original Cauſe, or Beginning; and therefore 
is no eſſential Character. For as Baſil obſerves, 
and common Senſe teaches us, 

H or Sola &  m Eſſence is not one of 
F wh megotrrav Du, thoſe things that do 
cont. Eunom. Lib. 1. ot belong to the Sub- 
P- 19. D. ject 3 

The very Notion of Eſſence indicating, 
not that which is not, but that which 3. 
Self-exiſtence is Exiſtence not derived from 
another; tho' then Exiſtence, which is ne- 
ceſſary in God, be the firſt eſſential Character 
of Him, becauſe without Exiſtence there 
can be no real eſſential Character at all, 
yet the additional Term anderived, the ſame 
in Meaning with /elf, in the compounded 
Word Selfreæiſtence, can be no part of this 
firſt eſſential Character, being a pure Ne- 
gation of having that Exiſtence from any 
other. The learned Dr. therefore ſhould 
not ſay, That Self-exi/texzt, or underivedly 
Exiſtent, is the firſt eſſential Character of 
God, becaule /e!f, or underivedh), is no Part 
of that eſſential Character: But he ſhould 
ſay, That existent, in the emphatical 


Senſe of the Word, is the firſt eſſential Cha- 
ractcr, 
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raQer, expreſſing God as He is, He, who 
is, 6 ay. In which Senſe the Son is exiſtent, 
as having the ſame exiſtent Subſtance with 
the Father; but with this difference, that 
the Negative Character ſelf, or underived, 
cannot be joyned with the Exiſtence of the 
Son, becauſe the Son exiſts from the Father, 
whereas it may be joyned with the Ex- 
iſtence of the Father, who exiſts from none. 
Whence it appears, that the ſame exiſtent 
Subſtance with its ſubſtantial Attributes, as it 
is conſidered in the Firſt Perſon, or Perſon of 
the Father, is called «zderived ; as it is con- 
ſidered in the Second Perſon, or Perſon of the 
Son, to whom it is communicated from the 
Father, is called derived: The Terms ande- 
rived, or derived, arguing no Difference of 
Subſtance, or ſubſtantial Attributes, but the 
different Manner only, after Which each 
Perſon has his Subſiſtence. 


CCCLXXII. Rom. xi. 36. Of Him, and 
through Him, and to Him are all Things. 


The Term Him, refers to God, v. 33. and 
Lord, v. 34. which Lord God I conceive to 
be the Or? God in a Trinity of Perſons; as 
will probably appear from the Conſidera- 
tion of the Context. V. 33. it is ſaid, How 
* unſearchable are his Judgments, and his Ways 


At epcl la. 


paſt 
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paſt finding outs If theſe Words do not be- 
long to God, as ſtanding for the Trinity, they 
muſt belong to the Father alone : And it 
will be univerſally true, that his Judgments 
are unſearchable, &c. that is, to any but him- 
{elf; for the Propoſition is abſolute, without 
Limitation and Exception, and therefore ex- 
cludes riot only Men from ſearching into and 
finding out God's Judgments and Ways, but 
Angels alſo, who are deſirous to look into the 
Myſteries of the Goſpel, 1 Pet. i. 12. and 
know by the Church the manifold Wiſdom of God, 
Epheſ. iii. 10. or the anſearchable Riches of 
Chriſt, v. S. and all created and made Be- 
ings whatſoever ; who being of a different 
Nature from the Father, inferiour to Him, 
and ſeperate in Subſtance, can never be 
conſcious of his Thoughts and Purpoſes, or 
ſearch out the Reaſons of his wonderful 
Works without a Revelation. But it is cer- 
tain from Scripture, that he * Spirit ſearcheth 
the Depths of God, and by Conſequence the 
+ Dep;h of his Riches, and Wiſdom, and Rnow- 
ledge; if then they are anſearchable to created 
Beings, if ſearchable to God only, and yet 
ſearchable to the Spirir, the Spirit can be no 
created Being, it muſt be One with God, 
and comprehended under that Name, and 
conſequently the Judgments of God are not un- 
ſearchable to any, but the Father only. For 


* yd ad pam F $47, 1 Cor. il. 10. + i 
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ſhould it be objected that they are ſearchable 
to the Spirit, becauſe they are revealed to it, 
it will follow, that they are no otherwiſe x- 
ſearchable than becauſe they are not revealed; 
and therefore when the Scripture lays, The 
Things of God knoweth no Man, but ibe Spirit of 
God, 1 Cor. ii. 11. no more is meant, than 
that it is the Prerogative of the Spirit to 
know thoſe Myſteries by Revelation from 
God, that are not revealed, or communi- 
cated to others: Or, that the Spirit has 
the Knowledge of them before all others. 
Which ſhould it be true, how can it be ſaid 
of the Divine Spirit, That it knows the Things 
of God, as the Spirit of Man the Things of Mun? 
V. 11: Which imports an eſſential or natu- 
ral Knowledge ariſing from it ſelf, not a 
barely communicated Knowledge; and that 
the Spirit is as eſſentially one with God, as 
the Spirit of a Man 1s one with the Man: 
And that therefore he is excepted from thoſe, 
to whom Goa's Judgments are unſcarchable, as 
eſſentially knowing them, or by Virtue of 
his Nature, and as being himſelf contained 
under the Name God. The Fazgments then, 
Ways and Depths of God, are ſearchable to the 
Spirit, as being one with God, and compre- 
hended under the Name God. Which is 
farther confirmed in the next Verfe ; For 
who hath known the Mind of the Lord? This be- 
ing put interrogatively, is equivalent to a 
Negative, and excludes all others but the 

H Lord 
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Lord himſelf from knowing his Mind; but 
the Spirit having an eſſential Knowledge of 
the Things of God, who is alſo Lord, cannot 
be excluded from knowing his Mind : The 
Spirit therefore is comprehended under the 
Name Lord. And if the Spirit be compre- 
hended under the Names God and Lord, 
much more is the Son, who, in order of ſub- 
liſting, is ſuperiour to the Spirit; as will 
appear from the following Part of this Verſe, 
Or who hath been his C ounſilor? This is nega- 
tive and excluſive as the former, and ſhews, 
that God had no Counſellor beſides himſelf: 
But it is certain, that the Father has a Coun- 
ſellor, his only Son, who is called * Coun- 
ſellor, the Mighty God; with whom he con- 
ſulted about + creating Man, and puniſhing 
him when he || was fallen. The Lord Goa 
therefore, that had no Counſellor, is not the 
Father ſolely, but the Father and the Son : 
So that the Father and the Son are both com- 

rehended under the Lord God, mentioned 
in the Context. Which will give a clear 
Light to v. 36. For of Him, and through Him, 
and to Him, are all Things, For if the Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are compre- 
hended under the Titles Lord and God, and 
if the Being meant by Lord aud God is the 
ſame, of whom the 36th Verſe 1s ſpoken, 
then does it follow, that the 36th Verſe re. 
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* Ifa. ix. 6, + Gen, i. 26. | Gem, ili. 22, 
lates 
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lates to the whole Trinity, that is, of Him, 
to the Father ; :hrowgh Him, to the Son; and 
10 Him, or in Him, to the Holy Ghoſt. Of 
Him, to the Father; for ſo it is Written, 
x Cor. viii. 6. To us there is but One God the Fa- 
ther, of whom are all Things. Threugh Him, to 
the Son; as it is written in the ſame Place, 
And one Lord Jeſus Chrif, by or through mhom 
are all Things. And to Him, or in Him, to 
the Holy Ghoſt ; for as the whole Church is 
taken into one Spirit, or made to drink into one 
Spirit, x Cor. xii. 13. ſo does that one Spirit 
fill the World, and contain all Things, Wiſd. i. 7. 
To whom be Glory for ever, Amen: This ſhews 
the Unity, as the preceding Part of the Verſe 
does the Trinity. | N 
The Authorities for interpreting this Text 
of the Trinity, are the following. | 
Baſil ſays, Lib. 5. adv. Eunom. p. 128. 
This Expreſſion of Tf ef ders, 2 * 


Him, and through Him, 70 
and in Him, reduces 
the Property of the 
Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Spi- 
rit to oe Nam, (I 
ſuppoſe he means, 
Lord God, v. 34, 335 
32. to which aurs, 
or Him refers;) for 
there is one cf mom 


ere all Things, and one Eord Jeſus Chriſt, 


urg, 2. 
, ann , e 
pe 70 Te TIzlegs 
oper, „ Þ us, nx; 
F mvewuales & Y 
& 5 Tz a, x, 65 
82 (GO Loss Xe tw%5 
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wm are all Things, 
in whom are all Things. 


Marius Victorinus 


and one Holy Ghoſt, 


ſays, Lib. 1. adv. Ar. 


. 300. Vol. 4. Biblioth. Patr. 


Quoniam ex ipſo, 
& per ipſum, & in 
ipſo omnia. Ex ipſo, 
ut dicitur de Patre; 
= tplum ut de 

hriſto; in ipſo, ut 
de Spiritu Sancto. 


Ambroſe ſays, 

Quia enim omni— 
um Creator eſt Deus 
— ideo ex ipſo funt 
omnia. Et quoniam 
ab ipſo ſunt, per Fi- 
lum ejus, qui ejuſ- 
dem utiq; Subſtantiz 
eſt, eſſe cœperant.— 
Quaa ergo ipſe opera- 
tur per Filium, per 
ipfum ſunt omnia. Et 
quoniam quæ ſunt ex 
Deo, per Deum ſunt, 
poſt renata in Spiritu 
Sancto ſunt, 1 1pſo 
ſunt omnia; quia & 
Spiritus Sanctus de 
Deo Patre eſt.— Er- 
go & in Spiritu Sancto 


For of Him, and 
through Him, and in 
Him, are all Things. 
Of Him, 4s it is ſpo- 
ken of the Fatlier; 
through Him, as of 
Chriſt; in Him, as 
of the Holy Ghoſt. 


For becauſe God is 
the Creator of all Things 
—— therefore . are all 
Things of Him. And 
becauſe they are Of 


Him, they began to be 


by his Son, who is in- 


deed of the fame Sub- 
ſtance. —— Becauſe 
therefore He operates 
by his Son, all things 
are through Him. 
Ana becauſe what are 
of God, and through 
God, are afterwards 
renewed in the Holy 
Ghoſt, therefore are 
all Things in Him; 
for the Holy Ghoſt 

alſo 
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alſo is from God the 
. 54 —— "Therefore 
the ' Father is in the 
Holy Ghoſt alſo, be- 
cauſe that, which 15 


Nature 


Pater eſt, quia quod 


de Patre eſt Deo, non 
poteſt aliud eſſe quam 


eſt Deus Pater. 


from God the Father, cannot be of a differeut 
from God the Father. 


Auſtin fays, If of Him be of the Father; 
if through him be through the Son; if in Him 


be in the Holy Ghoſt ; 

it is manife 
Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, are One God: 
Foraſmuch as He con- 
cludes in the Singular 


Number, To whom” 


that 


Manifeſtum quod 
Pater, & Filius, & 
Spiritus Sanctus, unus 
Deus eſt: Quando 


Singulariter Intulit, 


Ipfi Gloria in ſecula 


7. 56. Edit. Paris, 1555: 


be Glory tor ever. ſeculorum. De Trin. 

1 Lib. 1. c. 6. Vol. 3. 

Where tho' he does not directly affirm 

that this is the Senſe of the Words, yet he 

plainly ſuppoſes it may be ſo. See alſo Hl. 
de Trinit. Lib. 8. 

The Dr. p.93. objects, that the Paſſagecited 
out of Novatzan is directly againſt me. But if 
the Reader conſiders that Novatian makes the 
Son to be ſubſtantially One with the Father, c. 3 1. 
he will be inclined to underſtand the Paſſage 
as I apply it. For therefore are all Things 
done by the Word, ſaid to be done by God 
the Father, becauſe the Word, and the Fa- 
ther, are ſubſtantially and indiviſibly One: 

H 3 50 


% 
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$0 that the Power of the Father is derived to 
the Word, with the Subſtance of the Father, 
I defire it may be obſeryed alſo, that I un- 
derſtand no Part of this Paſſage in the fol- 
lowing Senſe, by Him (the Father) as He is 
the Word; which the Dr. affirms: Neither 
did my Interpretation of ir infer any ſuch 
Meaning, For tho! all Things are through 
he Lord God, as He js the Son and Word ; 
xecauſe the Lord God is a common Name tg 
Father and Son, yet all Things are not 
through the Father as He js the Word ; be- 
cauſe Father is not a common Namè to the 
Father and the Word; the Term Father ex: 
reſſing a ſingle and individual Perſon ; the 
ws Lord God, a common Nature. See 
382. | pi 
f had ſaid concerning the Particle dds be- 
fore 2v/, that jt ſhould be rendred rather 
by, in, (than to;) for ſo the Particle ig is fre. 
quently uſed, To this the Dr. replies, p. 94, 
That there is no ſuch Thing in the World, 
46 as putting one Word, in this manner, for 
* another.” Now I had no where ſaid, 
That one Word is put for another, The learned 
Dr. owns, pg. 9 7. That ſometimes indeed one 
and the ſame Word has tnaifferently two or more 
Srpnifications ; and then it may {according as the 
Senſe requires) be upgerſtood in apy of thoſe Sig- 
nifications, And he gives the following In. 
ſtance, Thus the Word (e in the New Teſta: 
ment, according ta the Ceniuas of the Reben, 
art 
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and Helleniſtical Style, ſignifies indifferently in, 
or by, And in like manner I affirm, that 
the Word ci, in the New Teſtament, ſignifies 
indifferently to, or in; and the Expreſſion 1 
uſed imported no more: Tho' had I ſaid, 
that &; was put for &, I think the Meaning 
is much the fame. But not to contend about 
Forms of Expreſſion, the Dr. ſays, That 
the Word eis has but one Signification. 
Every one knows that one Signification is, 
to. But Phavorinus tells us it has another; 
that it ſignifies in allo. 

The Attics, ſays he, Ei, N pu- 
uſe eis for iv. T& αν i. 

(Which, I think, is near that Form of 
Expreſſion which the Dr. condemns.) The 
Evangeliſts do the ſame; thus e & v3, 
Matt. iii. 17. ig, & 5» cuSozmmey, Cc. xii. 18. and 
6 &v m9) ayp2, Matt. xxiv. 18. 4, 6 eic TI dſo» 
a, in the parallel Place, Mark xiii. 16. And 
it is certain, that eis was ſo underſtood by 
the Tranſlators into the Vulgar Latin, who 
render the diſputed Paſſage thus, iz ipſo ſunt 
omnia; except their Copy had # inſtead of 
eis, as Baſil reads it. Which yet ſhews, 
that &; has the Signification of . 


CCCLXXXII. Epheſ. iv. 6. One God 
and Father of All, who is above All, and 
through All, aud in you All, 


Above All, in his own Perſon, or in the 
Perſon of Father. Through All, and in All, 
H 4 as 
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as his Subſtance and Attributes commus- 
nicated to, and perſonalized in the Son and 
Holy Gholt, are rough and in All. Con- 
cerning which Paſlage, as cited by Irenæus, 
ſee N. 8. As far the Authorities of Biſhop 
Pearſon, and Biſhop Ball, I have ſpoken to 
them already, N. 4 I ſhall add a Citation 
or two more upon this Article. Athanaſius, 
in his firſt Epiſtle to Serapion, §. 28. Com- 


ments thus upon the Text. 
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Above all, as Father, 
as the Boginning, and 
Fountain; through all, 
by the Word; and 
in all, by the Holy 
Ghoſt. 


But then, he ſays, of the Trinity, 


"Oxaniz Y igury 25 
Ufer, et Th ed. 


i 


gt, % wie Turns & 
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And, b. 29. he ſays, 


Es A S7 vs „en, 
ae lacie Tap vr 
Jy he g 70 
mVeJuer gt . ler 70 
74 8 geen 

Lv Deb, . 697 
rav, die av ral, 
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f3rlez „ &75Zuerly 


That it us like to it 


ſelf, and indivilible 


in its Nature, and is 
of one Operation. 


If there are but 
two Perſons, let the 
Holy Ghoſt be reck- 


oned by you among 


the Creatures; but 
then this 


fort of 
Faith of yours 15 not 
in the One God who 
is over All, and through 
Al, and in Al; tor 
you 
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vou want iz All, (that 
is Goa, as He is in 


All,) if you divide 


27) > He N m 
Ines wu, OY 


and alienate the Spirit from the Godhead. 
Jerom ſays upon the Place, 


For God the Father 
is above All, becauſe 


He is the Author of all © 


Things, The Son s 


thro? All, becauſe he 


runs thro all Ihings, and 


paſſes thro? all Things. 


And the Holy Ghoſt 


& in All, becauſe no- 


thing is without Him. 


Super omnes enim 


eft Deus Pater, quia 


Auctor eſt omnium, 
Per omnes Filius, quia 
cuncta tranſcurrit, 
vaditq; per omnia. 


In omnibus Spiritus 


Sanctus, quia nihil 


abſq; eo eff. 


Which is much like Venæuss Manner of 


ſpeaking upon the Text, and probably taken 
from it. Now all learned Perſons know, 
that * Jerom no leſs than Irenezs, held an 
Unity of Subſtance or Nature in the Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. Whence it ap- 
pears, that the ſubſtantial Union of the Spi- 
rit, and Word, with the Father, ſeems to be 
taught by who is above All, and through All, and 
in you All; as the Difference of Perſons is by 
the diſtinct mention of One Spirit, — One Lord, 
—— One God and Father of All, v. 4, 55 6. 
CCCXCV. Tit. it. 13. The appearing of 
The Glory of the Great God, and our Sa- 
viour Jeſus Chriſt. See N. 289, 


Sce 1ſt 4: ſaer, p. 123. And 2d Anſwer, N, 1056. 
CCCCR, 


— 
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CCCCX. 1 John v. 20, 21. This is the 
True God, and Eternal Life Kęep jour 
ſelves from Idols. 


In Anſwer to pag. 98, 99. it may be ſaid, 
That tho' the Perſon of the Father is the 
ultimate End of all Worſhip, as being the 
Eirſt in the Godhead, yet this does not hin- 
der, but that the main Deſign of St. John's 
Epiſtle may be, as it appears to be, to ſhew 
the Reader, that Jeſus Chriſt is the Son of 
God, that He is the only Means of approach- 
ing the Father, that He is Eternal Life him- 
ſelf, and True God, (that is, as He is ſub- 


ſtantially One with the Father;) and all 


this, without exalting him into the Perſon 
of the Father, to whom the Title or Cha- 
racter of True God primarily belongs. For 
the greateſt Difficulty lay in perſwading 
Mea of the Being, Nature, and Offices of 
the Perſon of the Son, not in bringing them 
to a right Notion of, and Faith in, the Firſt 
Perſon, . Which will Anſwer alſo the latter 
Part of pag, 103, where the Dr. plainly mi- 
ſtakes me. eh 40:54 it 

Pag. 101, the Dr, ſays, in Oppoſition te 
my Obſervations on the Uſe of the Term 
Annes, „ That there is an Error in the 
* Reading of the Original; and that had J 
&« conſulted Dr. Mills, I ſhould have found 

* that the molt and beſt Manuſcripts have, 


” Vi 20. 
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K v. 29. thus, ive yaorope 7 dArI?y , 
that we may know the True God,” But I muſt 
obſerve, that out of thirty Manuſcripts cited 
ia the various Readings of this Epiſtle, there 
are but ten produced with the Term Ses; 
which is an Argument that it was not found 
ia the other twenty: So that the woſt are not 
on the learned Dr's ſide; but double the 
Number will appear, upon Examination, 
to be found on mine. As for the Authority 
of the Manuſcripts which omit S, there 
is not one of them, whoſe Credit is queſtioned 
by that judicious Critic Dr. Mills, and which 
does not appear to be either of good Anti- 
quity, or from approved Copies: Whereas 
one * of the ten, which the Dr, refers to, 
is judged by Eſtius (and not denied b 

Dr. Mills) to be of no great Authority; 10 
that it js not to be wondered at, that this 
learned Critic, in his Prolegomena, pag. 8 8. 
col, 2. is of Opinion, that Se is not genuine, 
but borrowed from the latter Part of the 
Verſe, his is the True God. But further, If 
Dr, Clarke's Reading be true, it may be 
asked, What Occaſion is there for this Re- 
petition, thzs ig the True God? When it is ſaid 
twice beſore, in the ſame Verſe, that He is 
the True God, according to the Dr's ren- 
dring, which runs thus: + The Son of God is 
gome, and hath given us an Underſtanding, that 
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we may know the True God, and we are in that 
True God by his Son Jeſus Chriſt. This is the 
True God, &c. But the Dr. ſays, That Ba- 


fil confirms his Reading. And ſo do * Hilary, 


+ Augaſtin, and Jerom mine. But there is 


another Error I am guilty of, in being miſled 


by the Engliſb Tranſlation in the following 
Words, We are in him that is Trae, even in his 
Sou Feſus Chriſt ; which he would have to be 
thus,. And we are in that True God by his Son 
Jeſus Chriſt. And to ſupport this Tranſla- 
tion, he asks a Queſtion, „If the Words, 
« ſays he, in him that is True, were meant 
4 of Chriſt ; whom then would the Word 
4 His reſer to, in the following Period, even 
4 in his Son Jeſus? My Anſwer is, That 
His, 2:75, refers to God, F 3:8, at the Be- 


ginning of the ſame Verſe; for there He is 


called, the Son of God; and here He is called, 
His Son; which, I think, is no very remote 
Antecedent: Tho' had it been more remote 


than it is, it would not have been diſagree- 


able to the Style of this Apoſtle, who, c. 16. 
of his Goſpel, refers c,, v.13. to xf 
x Ag, L. 7. As for the Dr's Tranſlation, 
by his Son Jeſus Chriſt, I believe he cannot 
produce: one ancient Writer of the Church 
on his Side; Athanaſius, Baſil, Ambroſe, Hi- 
lan, Jerom, and Cyril, give us no Occaſion 
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to think, that they underſtood it otherwiſe 
than Explicatory of the preceeding Sentence, 
in Him that is true, But Secondly, This man- 
ner of Style ſeems never to be uſed in the 
New Teſtament, when it ſpeaks of our being 
in, or united to, the Father by the Son. 
St. Paul ſays, Col. iii. 3. Jour Life is hid with 
Chriſt i» God, ou» To Xet5w iv Th Seb. 
And, 1 Theſſ. i. 1. 2 Theſſ. i. 1. The Church of 
the Theſſalonians in God ( $5) the Father, 
or our Father, and (in) the Lord ( xueiw) 
777 Chriſt, And John ſays, c. ii. 24. Te alſo 
ſhall continue in the Son, and in the Father; & 
10 v@ 4, & To IIaręl. For it mult be ob- 
ſerved, that St. John, ſpeaking in his own 
Perſon, never uſes this ſort of Phraſe, with 
or in the Father by the Son, but with or in thæ 
Father and the Son, joyning them both toge- 
ther by the Copulative And. Thus, beſides 
the foregoing Inſtance, it is ſaid, * Our Fel- 
lowſhip is with the Father, and with his Son 
Telus Chriſt, not with the Father through his 
Son: And thus, in all Probability, would 
it have been expreſſed in the diſputed Text, 
And we are in the True One, and in his Son Je- 
ſus Chriſt, were it true, that the Apoltle 
intended to ſpeak of two Perſons, and not 
of one only. As for the Inſtances given by 
the Dr. they none of them relate to the Fa- 
ther and Son unitedly together ; and there- 


— 


* 1 Epiſt. i. 3. 
fore 
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fore do not appear to come up to the Caſe, 
Pag. 106. the Dr. ſays, Irenæus very juſtly 
Styles, © Chriſt True God, and truly God; 
« meaning thereby— not SelFexiftent, In- 
dependent, Underived Divinity.” And, I 
pray, in what Part of my Writings does the 
Dr. find, that Selfrexiſtence, & c. are Parts 
of the Notion of the True God, as applied to 
the Son? Nay, I have rather ſhewn, N. 3 40. 
that they are Negative and not Eſſenti- 
al, or Subſtantial Characters; and therefore 
the Son may be True God, by a Commun+ 
cation of the Subſtance and Attributes of the 
Father to Himſelf, without being Self-exiftent, 
&c, But he refers to pag. 11. of his Reply 
to Mr. NVelſon. For an Anſwer to which, I 
refer him to VV. 5. p. 43. £9, where I have 
conſidered what he has ſaid in that Reply 
in relation to Irenews. The reſt of the Au- 
thoritics, cited in my firſt Anſwer, par. 35. 
for the Son's being True God, are paſſed over 
by the Dr. without any diſtinct Reflection. 
Pag. 107. he ſays, Had St. John intended 
« to affirm what your Friend ſuppofes; he 
« would not have ſaid, dis deu, but 52: 2 
&« Frog, Or 521 3 1 BT9%y &c.” But the con- 
trary is true. The Dr's Form wirh the 


xxi. 


Pronoun ros is never uſed 1 this 5 
hus, Fo 


but mine is in parallel Caſes: 


24. after the Apoſtle had been ſpeaking of 


himſelf for the Four preceding Verſes, he 
adds, iris Rw 6 mabirys 6 papropey mp! 
dra, 
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T&rwy, This is the Diſciple, &c. And, Rev. xx. 
14. when he had ſaid, That Death and Hell 
were caſt into the Lake of Fire; he ſubjoyns, in 
relation to the latter, drs Rw 6 ee ge 
Irlya roc, This is the Second Death, So when 
he ſays, We are in him that is true, even in 
His Son Jeſus Chriſt ; he adds, &ri; Nu 5 
4 Ag Ide, This is the Trae God, But 
proceeds the Dr.“ Neither would he have 
© ſaid, 5 ZAr0wc; See, but & nh $43% ; for 
«K Sede, is never by any Writer put for 
« Se.” Firſt, It is the Dr's Opinion, that 
the Son is no other than 94%; without an Ar- 
ticle; but I have ſhewn, N. 5. that the 
Son both in Scripture, as interpreted by 
the Antients, and alſo by the Antients them- 


ſelves, is called 5 S. Secondly, The placing 


of the Article 5 after r, u, is ſo conſtant! 

the Style of this Apoſtle, that I know not 
one Inſtance to the contrary, The Dr. adds, 
„It ought alſo to weigh ſomewhat with 
« your Priend, that none of the Writers of 
« the Three Firſt Centuries alledge theſe 
Words, This is the True God, as ſpoken of 
« Chriſt,” It would indeed have had ſome 
Weight with me, if the Dr. could have 
produced any one of thoſe Writers, wha had 
alledged the Words, as ſpoken of the Fa- 
ther, Nay, it has not been my Fortune ta 
meet with one Writer of Antiquity who 
explains the Text, who has not underſtood 
it of the Son, notwithſtanding the W 
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be joyned with Sz. Pag. 108. The Dr. 
ſays, „St. John does not ſay, That the True 
God is Eternal Life. This is indeed very 
ſtrange. The Dr. affirms, and labours to 
prove it, pag. 106, 108. that the Words, 
this is the True God, are meant of the Father: 
Now Eternal Life is a joynt Predicate with 
the True God, of the Pronoun This, which is 
ſaid to refer to the Father; for, ſays the 
Apoſtle, This is the True God, and Eternal 
Life. If then the Father be the True God, 
as the Dr. affirms; and He, who is the True 
God, is alſo Eternal Life, as the Apoltle af- 
firms; then does the Apoſtle, by plain Con- 
ſequence, affirm, That the True God is Eter- 
nal Life, Indeed the Perplexity that the Dr. 
is in to make his Senſe out againſt the plain 
Letter of Scripture, and Mind of Antiquity, 
is a ſ\uthcient Argument of the Violence of 
the Interpretation. The learned Dr. had 
explained the True God, by the True Religion, 
Scripture Doctrine, pag. 61. and endeavours 
to juſtify it, by ſaying, that Idols, or falſe 
Gods, in the next Verſe, Keep pour ſelves 
from Idols, ſignify the Worſhip of falſe Gods; 
which is, falſe Religion. I ſhall not at pre- 
ſent examine how this Interpretation, that 
the True God is the True Religion, is conſiſtent 
with the other I have mentioned before, 
that makes the Irue God to be ſpoken of the 
Father ; but ſhall rather give my Reaſons 
why I cannot agree with the Dr. that 1aols, 

in 


Eto 4 4 
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W 
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in the next Verſe, ſignify the Worſhip of Idols. 

In order to which, I defire the Reader 
would conſider the Import of the firſt Part 
of the Sentence, namely, Keep your ſelves 
from, gu>aZare taurs; ; Which admits of 
different Meanings, according to the differ- 
ent Terms, or Matter of the Context it is 
joyned with: As for Inſtance, Jb. vi. 18. 
it is ſaid, Kgep your ſelves from the accurſed 
Thing, eu Dt dan N ava Nuarx, that 
is, as it is explained in the ſame Verſe, Take 
not of the accurſed Thing; for adds Joſhua, Leſt 
ye make your ſelves accurſed when ye take of the 
accurſed Thing, luce A bord E ava- 


ble, Sept. Again, Fer. ix. 4. it is ſaid, 


Take ye heed every one of, or keep your ſelves 
every one from, his Neighbour, Ard P TAniv 
urn guazzent, that is, Truſt ye not in him; 
for ſo the Phraſe is varied or explained in 
the very next Sentence, And truſt ye not in 
any Brother; which is more exactly done in 
Mic. vii. 5. Truſt ye not in a Friend or Neigh- 
bonr; the Term Friend, in Micah, being the 
ſame in the Original, with the Term Neigh- 
bour, in Jeremiah. And thus in like man- 
ner is, Keep your ſelves from Idols; the ſame 
with, Worſhip not Idols. As then the accurſed 
Thing, does not ſignify the taking of the ac- 
curſed Thing ; nor Neighbour, ſignify the truſt- 
ing in a Neighbour : So neither does the Term 
* Idols, ſignify + the Worſhip of Idols. For 


* Non jam ab Idololatrià quaſi ab officio. Ter. de Cor. Mil. c. 19. 
1 


the 
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the taking, the truſting in, and the worſhipping, 
are no Part of — of the We wing 
Nouns, but are implied in the Prohibition, 
Keep your 22 from; as if it were ſaid, Do 
not take, do not truſt in, do not worſbip. 

To the Authorities already cited in my 
firſt Anſwer, and to what I have ſa id before 


upon this Subject, N. 5. I ſubjoyn the fol- 


lowing. 

Atquiconſtitit Chri- 
ſtum — omnia illa, 
quæ fecit, nominis ſui 
poſſi bilitate feciſſe, & 
=_ proprium, con- 

ntaneum, dignum, 
Deo fuerat vero, ni- 
hil, nocens, aut noxi- 


Arnobius ſays of Chriſt, That 


He did all Things by 
the Pomer of his Name, 
and what was proper, 
agreeable, and worthy 
of the True God ; He 
gave us nothing hurtful, 
or noxious. 


um — nobis donaſſe. Lib. 1. pag. 142. 
Edit. Paris, 1580. vid. pag. 143. 


And again, 

Hoc enim eſt Pro- 
prium Dei veri, Po- 
tentizq; Regalis, Be- 
nignitatem ſuam ne- 
gare nulli, p. 144. 


.CCCCXI. 


It is the Property of 
the true God (mean- 
ing Chriſt, and of 
Royal Power, to deny 


his Bounty to none. 


Jude iv. Denying the only Lord 


God, and our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. 


In Anſwer to pag. 113. it may be ſaid, 
Firſt, That allowing the Generation of the 
Son from the Father to be by Neceſſity of 
Nature, 
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* 
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Nature, yet this does not exclude the Con- 
currence or Approbation of the Mill of the 
Father; becauſe Neceſſity is not inconſiſtent 
with the Approbation of the Mill. The Na- 
ture and Perfections of God are zeceſſ1ry, yet 
are they not therefore without the Appro- 
bation of the Divine Will; for the Mill of 
God reſts and acquieſces with the utmoſt 
Contentment in the Attributes or Per- 
fections which He is neceſſarily conſcious of 
in his own Nature. Let then actual Fruit- 
fulneſs be one of the Perfections of the Pater- 
nal Nature; this being ſuppoſed to be ze- 
ceſſary, like other Perfections, is not the 
Effect of the Will of the Father, or of an 
Act of his Wil, any more than they; yet is 
it doubtleſs an Object and Occaſion of De- 
light; it is what his Mill approves of, and 
fully acquieſces in: So that tho' the Son is 
not from his Mill, or the Act of it, yet can 
it not be ſaid, that He is without the ill, 
or Approbation of the Father. But the 
learned Dr. is of Opinion, That if the Son 
„be not cauſed by the Will of the Father, 
« He is not cauſed by the Father at all, but 
phy ſome ſuperiour Cauſe.” Which is alſo 
what he aſſerts by way of Anſwer to the 
Reaſoning of the learned Author of Some Con- 
ſiderations, &c. p. 227. To which Ireply, That 
the Nature, or Subſtance of the Father, is not 
ſuperiour to the Father; but as it is his own 
Subſtance, with its ſubſtantial Attributes, 

| * or 
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or as it is perſonalized in Him, is the very 
Father: Now the Son conſidered as neceſſa- 
rily begotten, is the Effect of an eſſential Act 
of the Nature of the Father ; the Son there- 
fore as neceſſarily begotten, or not cauſed 
by an Act of the Will of the Father, is not 
produced by 2 Cauſe ſuperioar to the Father, 
or not by the Father, becauſe the Nature or 
Subſtance of the Father eſſentially acting in 
the Generation of the Son, is the very Fa- 
ther. And ſuch an eſſential Act of beget- 
ting, tho? it is independent on the Will of 
the Father, yet being conſidered as a Per- 
fection of his Nature, no more infers the 
SubjeCtion of the Father to a ſuperiour Cauſe, 
than any other eſſential Perfection indepen- 
dent on his Will, and founded in his Nature. 
And to conceive the Father to be an Inſtru- 
ment only in this way of begetting, as the 
Dr's Reaſoning infers, is the ſame thing, as 
to conceive him to be an Inſtrument to him- 
ſelf; which, whether it be a proper way of 
thinking, let the Reader judge. However, 
it infers a Subjection to none but to himſelf, 
or to his own Nature; which, I think, is 
Independency in the higheſt Degree. 
Athanaſins ſays, That as the Father is good, 
neither by hx * Will, nor againſt, or without 
his Will, or by Neceſſity (I ſuppoſe, as it ſtands, 


* "YTomegvaCiCnte fs © Branozos vd meQURAvau 2 70 duny 
ar 2 is Abu. Orat. 2. Cont, Ar. Op Zo 
for 
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for a ſuperiour Cauſe, or Fate) but by Nature: 
So is He * by Nature Father, and not by Mill; 
(for the Arians had objected, that if the Son 
did not ſubſiſt by the Will of the Father, 
the Father muſt have the Son zeceſſarily and 
unwillingly, or without his WU.) But in 
Oppoſition to this the Dr. cites Juſtin Martyr, 
Origen, Novatian, Euſebius, the Council of 
Sirmium, Marius Victorinus, Baſil, Gregory 
Nyſſen; who, he ſays, profeſſedly argue, 
That the Son was generated by the Father, 
„not by an abſolute Necty of Nature, but 
« by an Act of his Eternal Power and Will? 
And refers to his Scripture Doctrine, Part 2. 
$. 17. I conceive, that if the learned Rea- 
der will be at the Pains to examine the 
Paſſages cited out of Juſtin Martyr and No- 
vatian, and compare them with the like 
Style in Athenagoras, and Theophilus Antio- 
chenus, he will have Reaſon to believe that 
they relate, not to the Eternal Generation of 
the Son, of which Athanaſius ſpeaks ; but to 
his Maniteſtation, or Coming forth, in or- 
der to create. As for Origen, it is certain 
from what has been obſerved, N. 3. That 
he held the Eternal Exiſtence of the Son; and 
yet he ſpeaks of the Creation of Wiſdom, or 
the Son, as if it were done juſt before the 
Creation of all Things, and in order to it. 


* Þv7e Y t 34 HujGs Tlalng. Orat. 3. cont, Ar. S. 62. 
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For, ſays he, God 
having created, as I 
may 10 ſay, a living 
Wiſdom, committed 
it to her Care to give 
Subſiſtence and Form 
to Beings and Mat- 
ter, according to the 


In Joan. p. 19. Figures which ſhe 


had in her ſelf. 

Which is affirmed with ſome Variation, 
pag. 36. E. Now if the Son be Eternal, and 
the Son be W:/dom, and the Creation of Wiſ- 
dom be ſpoken of by Origen in the like Terms, 
which others have uſed to expreſs her com- 
ing forth by the Milf of the Father in order 
to create, I think it is reaſonable to con- 
clude, that this Creation only, in the Senſe 
of this Author, is the Effect of the Mill and 
Power of the Father; for there is no other 
voluntary Generation, that I know of, men- 
tion'd in his Writings. With this Doctrine 
of Origen, in his Greek Remains, agrees that 
of the Book Peri Archon, which makes the 
Creation of Wiſdom, or the Son, to be no other 
than his forming and comprehending in him- 

ſelf the Ideas and Principles of all Things. 
Quali autem modo But after the man- 
intelleximus ſapien- zer, as we underſtand 
tiam initium viarum Wiſdom to be the Be- 
Dei eſſe, & quomodo ginning of the Ways 
creata elle dicitur, of God; and after the 
manner 
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manner, as ſhe is ſaid to 
be created ; namely, by 
forming and contain- 
ing in her ſelf the Ideas 
and Principles of the 
whole Creation, after 


ſpecies ſcilicet in ſe, 
& initia totius Pre. 
formans, & Continens 
Creaturæ, hoc etiam 
modo, c. Lib. 1. 


C. 2. 


the like manner, &c. 

As for the Paſſage out of the Sirmium 
Creed, it was to condemn thoſe, who faid, 
that the Father was neceſſitated againſt or 
without his Will to beget a Son; and there- 
fore their main Aim, as it appears to me, 
was to ſhew, that the Generation of the Son 
was not in ſuch a Senſe zeceſſary as to ex- 
clude the Will of the Father; or to ſhew, 
that Nature and Will did both concur in the 
Production of the Son : Whereas the Crea- 
ture was formed by the Will of God, with- 
out his Nature. And, I think, it 1s evident 
from the following Paſſages, that Hilary 
could mean no more in his Comment on 
the Place: For, ſays he, * it is impoſſible that 
that, which was (meaning the Word, Joha i. 1.) 
ſhould not hade been. And again, he ſays, 
That God the Father, according to Moſes, 

Is He who is ; Is qui eſt, 

That that, which Id quod eſt, non 
is, cannot be conceived, poteſt intelligi diciq; 
and ſaid not to be. non eſſe. : 


— 
lu 


No _ erat, non potuit non fuiſſe. Lib. 2. de Trin. p. 11. 
col. 1. Edit. Paris, 1572. 
f 14 That 
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Quod igitur & per That what is ſpoken 
Moyſen de Deo ſigni- of God (the Father) by 
ficatum 1d ipſum oſes, the Evangeli 
unigenito Dev eſſe (St. John) teſtifies to 
propriumEvangeliſta 62 proper to (the Son, 
teſtatur, c. p. 107. or) the only begotten 
gy gi SN God, when he ſays, In 

the Beginning was 
the Word, and the Word was with God. 

Which are Expreſſions that imply the ze- 
ceſſar) Exiſtence of the Son; and that his 
neceſſary Exiſtence is founded upon his Na- 
ture, or upon his Being, He who is, like the 
Father. | 

Baſil fays of God the Father, that He is, 

Ts vc ggizy Ow God and Father 
x, Hale gc, p. 926. by Eſſence; 

Founding his Paternity, as well as his God- 
head, upon his Eſſence. And Lib. 2. Adv. 
Eunom. p. 48. he ſuppoſes, That it is, 

Keacy , mpizwiy Th Good and becom- 
uaxcewrun . Ow wo ing the Bleſſedneſs of 
2) Taſtes. God to be a Father. 

And pag. 56, 57. he calls the Son * 5 oy, 
as Hilary does, Is qui eft ; which, I conceive, 


* Athenagoras ſays, T3 oy & Ns, dds 7 ph . 
Legat. p. 13. But he ſays of the Son, guy, as Javouevor, 
p. 38. The Son therefore is not, Tà wu ov. But there is no 
Medium between . wn ov, and Td op 5 the Son therefore is com- 
prebended in dy, and conſequently muſt neceſſarily ſubſiſt from 
the Father, according to this Author's Principle; for T3 ap 1s 
neceſſary. OY | , | | 


© 


is 
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is not ſo conſiſtent with the Notion of a 
Generation purely arbitrary. And, pag. 57. 
he ſays, That the Heretics - 

Blaſphemoully ſay, My 7%) Tore + uo 
that the Son of God F Yes Ss eg, 
was not once, as if a; Ti pv iaurs edge: 
He did not exiſt by bs yh; Ore, yagi d os 
own Natare, got you 70 9) \0 Ses a- 
brought into bein Sula. 
the * of Cod. aß 

A Paſſage which ſhews, that He did not 
believe the Exiſtence of the Son to be of 
meer Grace, but by Virtue of his Nature, 
that is, zeceſſary. 

Greg. Nyſſ. = of the Son, 

St. Paul calls him the Add Y,, & Had. 
Brightneſs of (God's) anavyaoma n du- 
Glory. 7OY 009467 ch — 

And then to ſhew the Eternal Exiſtence 
of the Son with the Father, he adds, 


For it is impolſible 
for the Glory to be 
without 'its Brightneſs ; 
as it is impoſſible for 
a Lamp to be without 
its Brightneſs — For 
it is impaſſible for the 
Glory to be without its 
Brightneſs. 


"Our ty yur » G 
A v T Sg, we 
8% EY yp] ave) K- 
225ual. 4) T A- 
vor — T 222 ge 
av dv dna as par 
1G. ecunxar. De 
Fid. p. 471, 472. 


If then the Glory cannot poſſibly be with- 
out its Brightzeſs, and the Son is the Bright- 


zeſs of the Paternal Glory, the Perſan of the 


Father 
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Father could never poſſibly have been with- 
out the Son. And that, which it is as impoſ- 
{ible not to bez as the Perſon of the Father, is 
neceſſary. As for the twoCitations taken out 
of this Author, pag. 286. of the Scripture 
Doctrine, the Firſt of them ſeems plainly to 
import no more, than that the Generation of 
the Son was not in ſuch a Senſe neceſſary, 
as to exclude the Will of the Father; or, 
that the Will of the Father was nor ſo un- 
concerned, as that | 

"Ns xd ma d- He had the Son by 
0495 avtyuny d g- à certain Neceſſity of 
cl re T qx & , Mature without his Will, 

Which is not abſolutely to deny a Neceſ- 
ſity of Nature, but a Neceſſity of Nature 
alone, without the Concurrence or Appro- 
bation of the Will. The Second Paſſage is 
rather Argumentum ad hominem, a confuting 
Eunomius upon his own Principles. Marius 
Viclorinus, after the like manner, denies ſuch 
a neceſſary Generation as excludes the Will of 
the Father ; for otherwiſe he allows a Ne- 
ceſ/ity, when he ſays, 

Ergo neceſſario Ge- The Father therefore 
nerator eſt Pater, & # neceſſarily Father, 
item neceſſario omnia, or neceſſarily begets ; 
quz Pater habet, ha- and the Son alſo has 
bet & Filius. Lib. 3. neceſſarily every thing 
adv. Ar. p. 345. Vol. 4. that the Father has. 
Bib. Patr. 


AS 
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As for Euſebius, it is doubted among learned 
Men, whether he held the Eternal Genera- 
tion of the Son, or not. Vid. Prælim. in Com- 
ment. Euſeb. in Pſalm. And a Paſſage in his 
Letter, as publiſh*d by Theodorit,*in his Eccle- 
ſiaſt. Hiſt. L. 1. c. 12. And Dem. Evang. L. 4. 
6. 3. However, ſince there is Reaſon to be- 
lieve he was once of that Opinion, if not 
always, it may be worthy Conſideration, 
Firſt, Whether he did not believe the double 
Subſiſtence of the Son after the Manner 


of Theophilus, Athenagoras, &c. Whether this 


may not be inferred from his Epiſtle to the 
Church of Cæſarea, as it is found in Theo- 
dorit, And whether the volentary Gene- 
ration of the Son may not be meant of his 
Second Subſiſtence. Secondly, If it be not 
ſo, whether he might not by Miſtake apply 
to the Firſt and Eternal Generation of the 
Son thoſe Expreſſions, which were appro- 
priated by Writers betore him, to the Mani- 
teſtation of the Son, or what they called his 
Coming forth in order to create. Or, whe- 
ther he may not mean, with the foregoing 
Writers, that the Birth of the Son is not in 
ſuch a Senſe zeceſſary, as to exclude the 
concurrent Approbation of the Wl! of the 
Father. 


o Haig mewmipxes 7 vis, Y pertotog uns meg» 
vp = wor anemic is f Sce N. 1248. 


Theſe 
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Theſe, I think, are the only clear Autho- 
rities relating to this Point, in that Part of 
the Scripture Doctrine referred to by the Dr. 

J ſhall add one Obſervation, that the 
Anti-nicene Writers generally, if not always, 
mean no other Generation by that which is 
voluntary, than the Coming forth, or Mani- 
feſtation of the Son before the Worlds, in 
order to create them: Whence it is pro- 
bable, ſome following Writers transferred 
the Style in a different Senſe to the Eternal 
Generation. 

As for the Citation out of John v. in 
pag. 114. of the Dr's Anſwer, I think it very 
probable, that the Father hath given to the 
Son to hade ry in himſelf, v. 26. in the ſame 
reſpect, as He hath given Him Authority to ex- 
ecute Judgment alſo, v. 27. that is, as He is 
the Son of Man, or, becauſe He is the Son of 
Man, v. 27. for the Mord is the Life, John 
xiv. 6. This Life the Father has in himſelf, 
c. 5. v. 26. or, this Life was with the Father, 
x John i. 1, 2. and was manifeſted unto us, v. 2. 
in the human Nature of the Son, or, was 
given to the Man born of the Virgin, that 
He might overcome Death, and give Proof 
of his Victory in raiſing the Dead. For He 
was the Secd of the Woman, who by the 


Word of Life given to Him by the Father, and 


operating thro” his Body hanging upon the 
Croſs, was to bruiſe the Serpent's Head, or de- 
ſtroy the Devil, who had the Power of Death, 


and 


4 
2 
* 
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and had ſubjected Adam, and his Poſterity 


to it. 
Cyril ſays, 

The Son being Life 
by Nature, ſays that 
he receives it from 
the Father, not as He 
is the Word, — but as 
He is made Man, to 
whom all things are 


Z x quoi Lu- 
Nu 6 us Seay u- 
es IIxſege Tauryy 
enolvy, Sy n ACN eu, 
— ENA 19% 
ore dv D N, 6 
mavla Hef, &c. 


given of God. Theſauri Aſſert. 14. 


p- 146. A. 
CCCCXIIV. 


As I do not fee that Tertullian's Words are 
attended with the Conſequences which the 
Dr. draws from them; for he did not hold 
the Father and the Son to be one Perſon : 
So do they evidently ſhew what they were 
alledged for, that it was his Opinion before 
he was a Montaniſt, that the Father and the 
Son were ſo much Oe, (for which he 
cites John x. 3o.) that they were the com- 
mon and inſeperable Object of the Chriſtian 
Worſhip. 


DI. 1 Tim. ii. 5. For there is One God, 
and One Mediator between God and Men. 


I have ſhewn before, under N. 8. that 
One, as joy ned with Goa, is not uſed in une 
ition 
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fition to the Son, to exclude him from being 
comprehended in the Oue God, but in Oppo- 
ſition to falſe Gods. And ſo I underſtand it 
here, where the Term Father is implied, as 
it the Apoſtle had faid, There is One God the 
Father : So that the Meaning is this, There is 
One Mediator between God the Father and Men; 
which God the Father is called the One God, 
to exclude Idols from the Godhead, and not 
the Son. In which Senſe it is taken by 
Chryſoftom. rs | 

ITI Sv; d ies 8 Seis; What then? (ſays 
, 0p39\2%. Tizs „% he) Is not the Son 
non, ée; es avis God? Yes certainly. 
252A FP ciuaw, How then does he 
s Ses T yy. In fay One? In Oppoſi- 
Loc. tion to Idols, not to 

the Soy. 

But ſays the learned Dr.“ Not fo in this 
&« Place; for there is no mention of falſe 
Gods in the Context, pag. 116.“ But, I 
conceive, the Apoſtle had them in his Mind, 
as will appear from the preceding Verſe, 
which runs thus; Who will have all Men to be 
ſaved, and to come to the Knowledge of the 
Truth, In which he plainly has reſpect to 
Perſons in Error, and not yet admitted into 
a State of Salvation by the Knowledge of the 
Truth; for they were to come to the Truth, in 


order to be faved. Now the major Part of 
all Men were at that time Idolaters, particu- 
larly the Epheſians, among whom — 

welt, 


: 
. 
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dwelt, who were Worſhippers of Diana, and 
of the Image pretended to have fallen down 
from Jupiter; whence it follows, that Ido- 
latry was the chief Part of the Ignorance 
and Error in which thoſe Perſons were, whom, 
the Apoſtle tells us, God would have come to 
the Knowledge of the Truth, in order to be ſaved. 
If then the * was principally Iaolatry, and 
the Truth oppoſed to it, as immediately fol- 
lows, is, That there is One God the Father, 
and One Mediator between God and Men; the 
Conſequence is, That this God the Father is 
called the Oze God, in * Oppoſition to the 
many Gods of the Idolatrous Heathens. 
The learned Dr. proceeds; © But One God 
„ is put directly as the Perſon mediated to, 
« (which all Men allow to be the Father 
« only) in Contradiſtinction to he Perſon 
„ mediating to Him, which is the whole Perſon 
4 of the Son incarnate.” It is granted, That 
God the Father is the Perſon mediated to: That 
God the Son, or, the whole Perſon of the Son in- 
carnate, is the Perſon mediating to Him: That 
God the Father mediated to, is diſtinguiſhed 
from God the Son mediating to Him : And yet 
it cannot be granted, That the Term One 
was ever united with the Term God, in Op- 


poſition to the Son; becauſe the Son being. 


* Chryſoſtom ſays uprn the Place, That the Apoftle's Diſ- 
courſe was concerning Truth and Error. Tlz& 33 aanvda; 
,n i aww d Ay. =_y 


— 
— 
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God the Son, as the Father 1s God the Father, 
and the Godhead being but One, the Son can- 
not be excluded from the One God, tho? He 
is excluded from God the Father, who is ſome- 
times called One, in Oppoſition to Idols. So 
that the Truth appears to be this, there is a 
mixt Oppoſition in the Terms, One God the 
Father; the Term Father implied, is op- 
poſed to the Term Son, and the Ore God to 
falſe Gods only. 

The Authorities, which I had cited under 
this Article, as they ſhew the Son not to be 
excluded from the One True God, by a ffirm- 
ing, or ſuppoſing Him in the Character of 
Mediator, to have the Natures both of God 
and Man: So are they paſſed over by the 
Dr. with a general Reflection only. It muſt 
alſo further be obſerved, That Hippolytus 
argues from this very Text, that the Son 
has the Subſtaxce both of God and Man by 
his being a Mediator between: both of them, 
as is evident from the Paſſage out of him in 
my firſt Anſwer, paz. 40. and indeed moſt 
of the Authorities there cited point at this 
very Text, to which may be added the fol- 
lowing one out of Tertullian. 

Sic & Apoſtolus Thus the Apoſtle alſo 
etiam Dei & Homi- calling Him the Me- 
num appellans ſeque- diator between God 
ſtrem, utriuſq; Sub- . and Men, confirmed 
ſtantiæ confirmavit. hs being of both Sub- 
Adv. Prax. c. 28. ſtances. 


And 
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And Lactantius ſays, 
Ut (Filius) mediam 
inter Deum & Homi- 
nem ſubſtantiam ge- 
rens, noſtram hanc 
fragilem imbecillem- 
que naturam quali 
manu ad immortali- 
tatem poſſet educe- 
re: Factus eſt & Dei 
Filius per Spiritum, & 
Hominis per carnem, 
id eft, & Deus & Ho- 
mo. Interim & 
Deum fuiſſe, & Ho- 
minem ex utroq; ge- 
nere permiſtum. L. 4. 
Co IJ» £5 vid. 6. 25. 


That the Son, who 
has a * middle Sub- 
ſtance between God and 


Man, might, as it were, 


lead by the Hand this 
our frail and weak Na- 
ture to Immortality : 
He became both the 
Son of God by the Spi- 
rit, and the Son of Man 
by the Fleſh, that is, 
both God and Man. 
In the mean time He 
was God and Man, 
mixed or compound- 


ed of both ſorts. 


So that I am of Opinion, they are not fo 
entirely beſides the Purpoſe, as the Dr. ima- 


gines. 


— 


Note, Hence it appears, that the middle Subſtance, 7s 4 
middle of Participation, not of Negation. | 


* 


The 


| 
| 
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The Subſtance of the Doctrine of the 


fore going Chapter may be reduced 
to the followmg Articles. 


HAT Ore, or Oah, when united 

with God, is not excluſive of the 
Perſon of the Son, but of falſe Gods only, 
NV. 1, 2, 3, 5, 8, 501. 

That therefore the Son with the Father 
is the Oze God. 

That the Son was comprehended in the 
One God of the Jems, N. 2, 3, 340. 

That the Son is God with the Article s, 
and abſolutely God, N. 5. 

That He 1s the Great God, N. 289. The 
Living God, N. 5. The True God, N. 410. 

That Self-exiſtence, and Independency, are 
no {ubſtantial Characters of the Godhead of 
the Father, N. 2, 340. 

That therefore the Son is not excluded, 
for want of thoſe Characters, from the Sub- 
ſtance of the Father. 

That the Son is of the Subſtance of the 
Father; which Subſtance is indiviſibly, or 
individually One, N. 3, 501. 

That 5 4, does not relate to Perſon, but 
to God, Sec, N. 1. 

That 6 @», is the God who zs, or whole 
Eſſence and Exiſtence is neceſſary, N. 1 yak 

that 
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that is, the One Divine, Intelligent, and ne- 
ceſſarily Exiſting Being. | 

That the Son is 5 , N. 411. 

That therefore the Son with the Father 
is the One Divine, Intelligent, and neceſſa- 
rily Exiſting Being. 

That therefore Intelligent Being, and Per- 
ſon, are not convertible Terms, or of the 
ſame Importance, N. 1. 

That the zeceſſury Exiſtence of the Son 
does not exclude the Will of the Father, 
N. 411. | 

That God is the Object of Worſhip, as He 
is 5 , Fehovah, or Jab, or in reſpect of his 
neceſſarily Exiſting Subſtance, N. 180. 

That the Son therefore, who is 5 dv, is 
the Object of Worſhip in the ſame reſpeR. 

That the Holy Ghoſt is God, N. 8, 66, 382. 
and Lord Goa, N. 372. 
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CHEAT 
Rr Ee HEM 6 


© (AP. II. 
Of the SON of GOD. 


DXXXIV. D UEK E i. 16, 17. Ma- 


5 Baptiſt) turn to the 

Lord their God, and 
Hie ſhall go before 
| Him. 

The Original State of the Controverſie 
under this Article, which was about the 
Uſe or Application of the Name Lord God, 
whether it ſignify the Father * only accord- 
ing to the Analogy of Scripture, is now 
changed by the Dr. to a Diſpute concerning 
the Meaning of that Name, when applied 
to the Son. To follow then the Dr. in this 
Enquiry, I mult obſerve to the Reader, 
that, he ſays, pag. 119. © That the Title 
« Lord Goa, is a Perſonal Character; 
« expreſſing—— Perſonal, and Relative Per- 


ä 


— 


* See Scripture Doctrine, pag. 84. where the Dr. affirms it. 
4 fections, 
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&« fections, namely, Dominion and Government 
& over the World.“ If I underſtand the 
Dr. right, he makes Perſonal and Relative 
Perfections to be the ſame; and therefore a 
Perſonal Character expreſſing them, muſt be 
a Relative Character: And Lord God being a 
__ Character, muſt be a Relative Cha- 
racter. In Anſwer to which, I fay, that 
tho? Lord God be ſometimes the rendring of 
other Terms, yet is it general] j of Jehovah 
Elohijm; that the Term Jehovah is not of a 
Relative, but Abſolute Signification; and 
that therefore Part of the Character Lord 
God, is, at leaſt Abſolute. Now that Je- 
hovah is of an Abſolute Signification, ap- 
pears from hence, that it expreſſes God as 
He is, or as He is He who is Being; for, Firſt, 
It is put in the Place of Ehjeh, or, 6 av, as of 
the ſame Signification: For when God had 
ſaid, Thus ſhalt thou ſay to the Children of Iſrael, 
1 am hath ſent me unto you, Exod. iii. 14. He 
adds a ſecond Time, in the like Style, v. 15. 
Thus ſhalt thou ſay to the Children of Iſrael, Je- 
hovah, the God of your Fathers—— hath ſent 
ine unto jou; as if He had ſaid, I am, or Je- 
hovah, who is the God of your Fathers, hath 
ſent me unto you. Secondly, Both * Few- 


— 


* See Philo de Vit. Moſis, Lib. 3. p. 673- Maimon. More 
Nevoch. p. 106. Menaſſ. Ben, II. Concil. Queſt, 3. in Genel, 
«:4 Quæſt. 3. in Exod, 


K 3 iſh, 
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i, and * Chriſtian Critics agree, that this 
is the Meaning of it. If then Jehovah ſig- 
nifie God as He is, or, as He is He who is Be- 
ing, and Being be an Abſolute Appellation, as 
the Dr. ſays in this Page; Jehovah is a Name 
of AvjolateSignifhication. . And indeed it does 


not admit of Relative Terms asothey Words 


do; for we no where find in Scripture, 29 
Fehovah, our Fehovah, or the Jehovah of Iſrael, 
but Jehovah, the God of Ijrael; concerning 
which, and its Conſtruction with Tzebaoth, 
ſee Buxt. de Nom. Dei, d. 12, 56. And tho), 


my Lord, be frequently uſed in the Exeliſh 
Tranſlation of the Old Teſtament, yet in ſuch 


Caſes it is never the rendring of the Term 


Jehovah, This Abfolate Name Fehovah is 
ſometimes rendred by Sed, or God; and 
then + God is a Name of Being or Eſſence ; 
and it might be partly in this reſpect that 
Greg. Nyſſen lays, 


Et os Ved Goue 
8olzs, cnανά e] bar. 
Ulay Sqdi eruonoyovles 
A d& TEL , wwe 
Dey eu rg EZ op 
f@4 jpizs solag iy ho- 


—_— 


If God be a Name 
that ſignifies Eſſence 
or Subſtance, we, who 
confeſs One Subſtance 
of the Holy Trinity, 
do rightly glorifie Oze 


_—— 


"mY 


Cl. Alex. Stromat. Lib. 5. p. 562. Epiph. Hæreſ. 40. 
Theod, OQuæſt. 15. in Exod. Ainſworth, Cc. Buxtorf on the 
Name Jehovah. And Pearſon in bis Notes on the Article 


Lord. 


T || Compare this with what the Dr. ſays in Ofpoſition to the learn- 


ed Author of Some Conſiderations, Qc. p. 290. 


God : 


rr IT * 


N K 1 E q * 9 
3 ˙ A LT TIA FEATS 


of the Trinity Contmued. 135 


God; becauſe God is wa mn St; n. Adv. 
a Name of One Sub- Græc. p. 82. 

ſtance. N 
Baſil ſays, 

Thar according to Kaſd rag r mos 
the Opinion of many, d &0ag quores G- 
the Name ot God (or 0\cax1 ov 502; 10 8 
expreſſing the God- Ser &. wouns Epiſt. 
head) demonſtrates 80, 
his Nature. 

And Greg. Nazianzen ſays, 

He who is, and God, O av », 6 Ye & 
are Names of Sub- &oiz; 0%yvalz, Orat. 
ſtance. 36. p. 586. 

Let the Reader conſider the Paſſages of 
the Scripture Doctrine referred to pag. 1 20. 
and what I have ſaid already in my firſt 
Anſwer, and ſhall ſay hereafter under the 
ſame Numbers in this preſent Anſwer, and 
judge of the Reaſonableneſs of the Dr's In- 
terpretation. Pag. 121. He concelves, that 
my Words infer, That the Son is ſo ſtiled 
Lord God, as not to be diſtinguiſhed from 
& the Father.” I do diſtinguiſh Him from 
the Perſon of the Father; but not ſeperate 
Him from his Subſtaace. For Fehovah is a 
Name expreſſing the Divine Subſtance, as has 
been already ſhewn ; which Name being in 
common. to the Son with the Father, and 
expreſſive of One God only, Deut. vi. 4. the 
Son with the Father is One God, and One Sub- 
ſtance, the Divine Subſtance being One only. 
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I had ſuppoſed pag. 49, 51. that there was 
a traditional Explication of Scripture handed 
down from one Perſon to another in the 
firſt Ages of the Church ; and that by Vir- 
tue of this Tradition, many of thoſe Paſſages, 
in which the Lord God is mentioned, were 
applied to Chriit : For this was the Original 
State of the Controverſie, whether that 
Name ſignified the Father only, or did not 
belong to Chriſt alſo according to the Ana- 
logy of Scripture. In Oppoſition to this the 
Dr. ſays, What and where this Tradition 
15, it does not appear, pag. 121. In An- 
ſwer to which, Firſt, T will ſhew, that there 
was a traditional Explication of Scripture ; 
Secondly, I will give ſome Inſtances of it in 
relation to the Name Lord God. That there 
was a traditional Explication of Scripture, 
will appear from Irenæus, L. 4. c. 69. p. 368. 
col. 2. Where he ſays of the Heretics, 

De iiſdem Scriptu- That they had differ- 
ris varias habentes ent Sentiments =_ 
ſententias. and the ſame Scripture, 

| or of the ſame Paſſages 
of Scripture.— — 

De uſdem verbis That they did not 
non conſentientes. agree about the ſame 

Words, 

That is, about the Meaning of them; to 
which he oppoſes the uniform Agreement 
of the Church in the ſame Interpretations 
from the very Beginning; ſaying, 

a as 
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But we following the 
One and Only True 
God our Inſtructor, and 
having his Words for a 
Rule of Truth, 15 all 
of us alway the ſame 
Hings of the fame 
Words, 


Nos autem Unum 


 & Solum Verum De- 


um Doctorem ſe— 
quentes, & regulam 
Veritatis habentes e- 
jus Sermones, de 17, 
dem ſemper eadem di- 
cimus Omnes. 


That is, interpret the ſame Words in the 
ſame Senſe. Now can it be ſuppoſed that 
the ſame Meaning ſhould be put alway, or 
from the very Beginning, by al the Drs of 

the Chriſtian Church upon the ſame Words 
of Scripture, and yet they not tranſmit that 
Meaning from one to another either in their 
public Diſcourſes and Writings, or private 
Inſtructions? Or, was it poſſible that they 
could teach their People the Words of Scrip- 
ture, and yet not give them the uniform 
Senſe of the Church about them ? Secondly, 
'That I may give an Inſtance or two of ſuch 
traditional Interpretations in relation to the 
Name Lord God, or Jehovah Elohijm, L will 
premiſe, that where Fathers of different Ages 
agree 1n interpreting Places of Scripture con- 
cerning the Sn, which night otherwiſe be 
underſtood of the Perſon ot the Father, there, 
next to the Illumination of the Holy Ghoſt, 
it may be ſuppoſed, that they 
were induced to do it by receiving thoſe In- 
terpretations from the Drs before them, and 
by finding them agreeable to the * 1 

aich. 
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Faith. Thus Pſalm xxiv. from wer. 7. to the 
End, ſeems to be literally and prophetically 
meant of the Entrance of the Ark, and of 
the Schechinah, or Glory, that reſted upon 
it, into the Holy of Holys in the Days 
of Solomon, when the Temple was finiſh- 
ed. And Jehovah Tzebaoth, or the Lord o 
Hoſts, was doubtleſs underſtood by the Bul 
of the Fews of the Perſon of the Father: 
And yet, notwithſtanding this, this very 
Pſalm is alledged as a Proof by Juſtin Mar- 
yr, that Jeſus Chriſt zs Lord God, Dial. cum 
Tryh. And he is followed in this Interpre- 
tation by Jrenæus, p. 364. Edit. Grab. Tertull. 
Adv. Marc. p. 958. Edit. Pamel. Cyprian. Adv. 
Jud. Lib. 2. c. 29. Orig. in Matt. p. 438. Edit, 
Huet. Euſeb. in Loc. and others. Again, 
Pſal. Ixxxii. 1. God (Elohijm) ftandeth in the 
Congregation of the Mighty, He judgeth among 
the Gods, is underſtood: by Juſtin Martyr of 
the Son, Dial. cum Tryph. p. 117. Edit. Steph. 
by Iren. of the Father and the Son together, 
L. 3. c. 6. p.208. and by Novat. de Irin. c. 1 5. 
Cyprian, Adv. Jud. Lib. 1. c. 6. Euſeb. in Loc. 
Greg. Nazianz. Orat. 2. de Fil. ſive Orat. 36. 
p. 579. and others, of the Perſon of the Son; 
and yet we need not doubt but the Jews 
underſtood it of God the Father, I con- 
ceive then it appears from theſe two In- 
ſtances, for more are not needful, both 
where, or in what Authors a traditional Ex- 
plication of Scripture may be traced: ans 
alſo 
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alſo what that traditional Explication is, 
namely, that the Son is Fehovah Elohijm, or 
Lord God: The firſt Inſtance ſhewing him 
to be Jehovah, or Lord, the Second to be 
Elohijm, or God, and both together to be 
Lord God, Pag. 122. the Dr. fays, That 
this Title, the Lord God, when uſed abſo- 
« lutely, and without any antecedent men- 
& tion of the Perſon it refers to, does in 
« Scripture Language, by way of Emi- 
« nence, always ſignify the Father.” This 
Rule laid down by the Dr. was unknown 
to the ancient Writers, They frequently 
interpret the Title Lord God, of the Son, in 
many Paſſges of the Old Teſtament, where it 
is uſed abſolutely, and without any antecedent 
mention of his Perſon. I have ſhewn this al- 
ready in Pſal. xxiv, and Ixxx11. and will ob- 
ſerve further, that Jrenaus, among other 
Texts, alledged, ro prove the Son abſolutely 
Lord God, Lib. 3. c. 6. cites Pſalm |. i. The 
Meghty God, even the Lord hath ſpoken, or ra- 
ther according to the Hebrew, the God of Gods, 
the Lord (Sig Seu xe, Sept.) hath ſpo- 
ken, or Jehovah, the God of Gods hath ſpoken ; 
which is, I think, as high a Title as poſſibly 
can be given. And Juſtin, that he may 
prove Him to be God and Lord of Hoſts, be- 
tides Pſalm xxiv. cites Pſalm xlvii. 5, Oc. 
God is gone up with a Shout, the Lord ( Jeho- 
yah) with the Sound of a Trumpet, &c. and 
Pſalm 
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Pſalm xcix. the Lord * (Jehovah) reigneth, &c. 
And the Author of the Epiſtle to the He- 
brews gives us to underſtand, c. 1. v. 10, Oe. 
that the Perſon called Lord and God, P/al. cii. 
is the Son; tho? there are no certain Tokens, 
no antecedent mention of him in that Cha- 
racter, either in this, or any of the foregoing 
Pſalms, to determine an unenlightned Rea- 
der to that Meaning. Thus was the Son 
comprehended in the One + Lord God, while 
the Church was trained up in the OEconomy 
of the Unity, and the Memory of Poly: heiſm 
was wearing out of their Minds. But when 
the Seaſon was come, that the Church 
could be entruſted with the Great Myſtery 
of the Divine Nature, the Doctrine of the 
Trinity: And was capable of receiving it, and 
being founded upon it, without incurring the 
Danger of dividing theUzzty: The Son, who 
was now incarnate, or become Man, was 
generally ſpoken of in relation to the Nature 
which he had newly aſſumed; and the Fa- 
ther, whoſe Supremacy 1n Order, and whoſe 
Paternal Dignity, by no means ſubmitted him 
to any ſuch Alliance, was ſpoken of in Terms 
relating to his Godhead. Whence it is, 
that the Title, Lord God, is generally given 


Note, Moſes and Aaron were the Prieſts of this Lord Chriſt, v. 6. 
+ LaQantins ſays, Lib. 4. c. 14. (Fudzi) nefandas manus Deo 
ſao 1ntulerunt, c. 16. propter hanc humilitatem Deum ſuum non 
agnoſcentes, c. c. 18. ut Deum ſuum condemnarent —— 
—_— ( cruce) Deus a cultoribus Dei ſuſpenſus eſt, vid. 
Lid. 5. Toe Yeo 


him 
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him in the New Teſtament, but without any 
Deſign of excluding the Son, whoſe Right to 
that Name was ſufficiently ſecured in the 
OEconomy of Unity; the Goſpel Diſpenſa- 
tion being principally careful to diſtinguiſh 
the Perſons, and build up its Profeſſors upon 
a diſtinct Faith in the ever Bleſſed Trinity. 
But notwithſtanding, that the Father is moſt 
generally meant by the Name Lord God in 
the New Teſtament, yet are there orher In- 
ſtances, belides thoſe which I have produced 
in my firſt Anſwer, by which it will appear, 
that the Son had a Right to the ſame Name. 
In Matt. xxvii. 9, 10. there is a Citation out 
of Zech. xi. which 1s as follows, And they 
took the thirty Pieces of Silver, the Price of him 
that was valued, whom they of the Chilaren of 
Iſrael did Value: And gave them for the Pot- 
ter's Field, as the Lord appointed me. Now, 
according to ZAchory, the Perſon ſo valued 
is Jehovah, or the Lord; for ſays the Pro- 
phet, v. 13. Aud the Lord (Jehovah) ſaid 
unto me, caſt it unto the Potter; a gooaly Price 
that I was prized at of them, But according to 
the Evangeliſt, He is Jeſus Chriſt, Jeſus 
Chriſt therefore is the Jehovah, or Lord, who 
was valued. Again, Peter ſays of Chriſt, 
1 Epiſt. c. ii. v. 8. That anto them which be 
diſobedient He is a Ston? of Stumbling, and 
a Rock of Offence Which is cited by St. Paul 
in the ſame Senſe, Rom. ix. 33. But the 
Prophet, out ot whom it is taken, ſpeaks it 


of 
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of the Lord of Hoſts, ſaying, Sanctiſie the Lord 
of Hoſts (Jehovah Tzebaoth) himſelf — and 
He fhall be for a Sanctuary; but for a Stone of 
Stumbling, and a Rock of Offence to both 
Houſes of Iſrael, Ila. viii. 13, 14. If then the 
Apoſtles cited theſe Words according to the 
Mind of the Prophet, (which cannot be 
doubted ſince they were enlightned by the 
ſame Spirit) Jeſus Chriſt, to whom the Apo- 
ſtles apply them, is Lord of Hoſts, Again, 
it is written, Rom. x. 13. For whoſoever ſhall 
Call upon the Name of the Lora, ſhall be ſaved, 
The Lora, whoſe Name is to be called upon, 
is Chriſt : As appears from ver. 11. Whoſo« 
ever believeth on Him, ſhall not be aſhamed ; 
which Expreſſion is attributed to Chriſt, 
c. ix. 33. and 1 Pet. 11.6. and as appears from 
the Words, Lord over All, xd mal av, 
ver. 12. which is the Title of Chriſt, Acts x. 
6. for there 1s no Appearance of a Change 
of Perſon from v. 11. to v. 13. but the Paſ- 
ſage in Rom. x. 13. is taken out of Joel ii. 3 2. 
where the Lord, whoſe Name is to be called 
upon, is Jehovah; the Son therefore is Je- 
hovah ; and if He be Jehovah, or Lord, we 
cannot doubt but He is Elohijm, or God. But 
the Dr. thinks, pag. 123. That Paſſages of 
this ſort, out of the Old Teſtament, if they 
« be underſtood literally, (in the Manner 
« Icite and apply them,) prove too much 
for me,” wiz. That Chriſt is God the Fa- 
ther Himſelf. But this proceeds from the 
Dr's 
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Dr's Miſtake, who ſuppoſes Lord God abſo- 
lutely uſed to ſignify the Father only; where- 
as it is a common Name to Father and Son, 
and ſometimes ſignifies the Father, ſometimes 
the Son, as the Matter of the Context deter- 
mines the Meaning. But he appeals to 
Acts vii. 30. which he is of Opinion is with 
other-like Paſſages of the Old Teſtament to 
be underſtood, Of the Angel of God's 
“ Preſence, ſpeaking in the Name, and 
« Perſon, * Authority of the Father; 
« which, he ſays, is Stephen's Explication.” 
I ſuppoſe the Dr. means, that He ſpake in 
the Name, and Perſon, and Authority of the 
Father only; for otherwiſe, it Fehovah Elohijm, 
or Lord God, in which Name the Son ſpeaks 
of himſelf, and is ſpoken of by others, ex- 
preſs the Nature, Perſon, and Authority of the 
Son, no leſs than the Nature, Perſon, and 
Anthority of the Father, the Name Lord God 
abſolutely uſed is not appropriated to the 
Father, as the Dr. ſuppoſes. It appears 
then to be this learned Gentleman's Mind, 
that the Son, or Angel of God's Preſence, 
ſpake in the Name, and Perſon, and Au- 
thority of the Father only. I {hall obſerve, 
in Oppoſition to this, that Stephen delivers 
himſelf in ſuch a Manner, as that it cannot 
be inferred, that the Angel ſpake in the 
Name, and Perſon, and Authority of the 
Father only. His Words are thele, Acts vii. 
30. That the Angel of the Lord appeared; and, 


. 
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ver. 31, 32. That the Voice of the Lord came to 
him (to Moſes) ſaying, Tam the God of thy Fa. 
thers, the God of Abraham, and the God of 
Iſaac, and the God of Jacob. Which wi 

admit of different Interpretations ; for Firſt, 
If the Angel be the viſible Glory manifeſted to 
Moſes, then the Lord may be the Word attu- 
ating that Glory : And the Voice of the Lord, 
the Voice of the Word, who calls himſelf, 
* the God of Abraham, Sc. and conſequent- 
ly ſpeaks in his own Name. For Angel, as it 
ſignifies one that is ſent, in which Senſe 1870 
is rendered by RM?O in the Targum, Prov. 
xiii. 17. can never ſignify the Word, but 
the viſible Glory; becaule ſending, in the pro- 
per Senſe of the Word, imports a Motion 
of the Thing ſent, from the Perſon ſending, to 
the Perſon ſent to: But the Word, which is 
omnipreſent, ever with the Father, and ever 
with the Creature, as ſupporting it by his 
Power, can never either be withdrawn from 
the one, or make nearer Approaches, than 
He does, to the other; can never move 
from Place to Place, from one Part of the 
Creation to another Part of it, without de- 
ſerting his Work, and ſuffering it to relapſe 
into its firſt Nothing. But the viſible Glory 
being finite and circumſcribed, may paſs 
like an Angel from Place to Place, and per- 
form the Office of a limited Being. And 


* See N. 616. of my firſt Anſwer, 
there- 
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therefore Clem. Alexandrinus ſa ys of the Son, 
in xeſpe&t of his Divinity, That 
He does not paſs OU Aανᷣα tt 
from Place to Place, Tims eis Tiny, Aden 
but is always every 5 d, mTavlols, , Au- 
where, and contain- 4Aeaus mety uw. 
ed no where. Stromat. L.7. p.702- 

Secondly, If the Angel be the Word it ſelf, 
as he is * the operating Power of the Father in 
a Perſonal Subſiſtence; (for Malach ſignifies 
an active | operating Being, as appears from 
Melachah, a Word of the ſame Radicals ſigni- 
fying Work.) TI fay, if the Angel be the Word 
in this Senſe, then indeed Jehovah, or the 
Lord, is the Father; and the Voice of the 
Lord may be the Voice of the Father ſpeak- 
ing thro' the Son in his own Name, yet {6 
as not to exclude the Son (who ſpeaks in the 
Name of the Father) from ſpeaking at the 
ſame time in his own Name, Perſon, and 
Authority derived from the Father ; into 
which Name, no leſs than into that of the 
Father, the Faithful are baptized ; that is, 
when the Angel, or Son, ſaid, I am the God 
of Abraham, and the God of Iſaac, and the 
God of Jacob, he ſpake it of his own Di- 
vine Nature, as well as of the Perſon of the 
Father, who being both ſubſtantially Oze, 
tho? perſonally diſtinct, are in reſpect of that 

* TIaJemy ns Eipſere 6 vids, p. 703. Jvrapws mem, p. 704. 
Sb | —_ Thus 1 — Oe 


Td uarz, Heb. i. 14. as Melachah is rendred by A&]spMa, 
1 Chron. xxvi. 30. 
| ſub- 
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ſubſtantial Unity, the One God of the Patri- 
archs, or of Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob; con- 
cerning which, ſee N.616. p. 76. of my 
firſt Anſwer. Thirdly, Tho? it be granted, 
that Loyd ſignifies the Father 1n the firſt Ex- 
preſſion, /e Angel of the Lord, ver. 30. yet does 
it not certainly follow, that it ſignifies the Fa- 
ther in the Second, the Voice of the Lord, v. 31. 
becauſe the Term Lord ſignifies the Son as 
well as the Father, and is ſometimes ſpoken 
of him in fo ſingular a Manner, as to be 
by no means applicable to the Perſon of the 
Father. As for Inſtance, he, who ſpeaks 
in the firſt Perſon, Tech. xit. is Jehovah, or 
the Lord; but this Perſon ſays, ver. 10. They 
ſhall look upon me, whom they have pierced : 
Which belongs to none but to the Son, to 
whom it is applied, John xix. 34, 37. Again, 
The Lord, or Jehovah ſays, Leck. xi. 13. Caſt 
it unto the Potter; a gooaly Price that I was 
prized at of them: But the Son only could be 
prized and fold, in reſpect of his Humanity, 
to whom it is applied, Matt. xxvil. 9, 10. 
It appears then, from what has been ſaid, 
that the Son, when He ſpeaks in the Name 
Fehovah, or Lord, does not always ſpeak in 
the Name, Perſon, and Authority of the Father 
only; (nay, that ſometimes He ſpeaks 
entirely in his own Name.) For, if He al- 
ways ſpake in the Name, &c. of the Father, 
no Texts could be brought to prove him 
Lord God, becauſe Lord God would always 

ex- 
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expreſs the Perſon and Authority of the Fatler; 
but it is evident, that Juſtin, Irenæu, and 
others, do profeſſedly cite — of Scrip- 
ture to prove the Son to be Lord God : That 
Title, or Name, then no leſs expreſſes, * 
the Perſon and Authority of the Son, than 
of the Father; and, by Conſequence, He 
ſpeaks no leſs in his own Name, Perſon, and 
Authority, when He ſpeaks in the Character 
of Lord God, than He does in the Name, Per- 
ſon, and Authority of the Father. 

Since then the learned Dr. has declared, 
pag. 124. That the Title Lord God, if it be 
underſtood of the Son, as He is the Angel of 
God's Preſence, ſpeaking in the Name, and Per- 
ſon, and Authority of the Father, proves no- 
thing againſt him: So, I hope, he will ac- 
knowledge, that if Lord God has been proved 
to belong to the Son, in regard of his own 
Perſon and Authority, as well as in regard of 
the Name, Perſon, and Authority of the Fa- 
ther, in which he alſo ſpeaks, it 1s an Argu- 
ment againſt him; except the Dr. be of 
Opinion, that Jehovah contains in it the No- 
tion of Being according to Scripture, and 
according to the Sentiments of Jewiſh and 
Chriſtian Writers, and that it belongs to the 
Son in this very Senſe, as being himſelf 5 ay, 
He who is Being, of, as He is Conſubſtantias 
with the Father, in like Manner as a Son 


* Neqz Dominum appellaſſent aliquem ex ſua Perſozs nifi 
Deum Patrem, & Filium ejus, Iren. Lib. 3. 6, 6. 
L 2 | 1s 
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is of the Nature and Subſtance of the Fa- 
ther who begat Him. 

As for my Citations out of Juſtin, Irenæus, 
and the Synod of Antioch, which the Dr. 
thinks expreſs his Senſe, and not mine, I 
wiſh he would have been ſo juſt to the Rea- 
der, and my ſelf, as to have ſhewn, where- 
in they are directij contrary to what I cited them 
for; which was to ſhew, that the Son was 
Lord God, not by being the Perſon of the 
Father, for that is a Contradiction ; but by 
being his Son, or by receiving from him 
his Nature, which is Being it ſelf ; and by 
which He, who receives it, is He who is. 

In the Paſſage which I cited out of Nowa- 
lian, the Heretics are thoſe, who denied the 
Divinity of Chriſt; and, by Conſequence, 
denied him to be Lord and God, The Here- 
tics, in the Paſſage cited by the Dr. out of 
the next Chapter, are of a contrary Sort, 
fuch, indeed, who acknowledged his Divi- 
nit), and therefore confeſſed him to be Lord 
and God, but thought * and affirmed Him to be 
God the Father Himſelf, or, the very Perſon 
of the Father. Now the Dr's Miſtake in 
confounding theſe two Sorts of Heretics to- 
gether, might have been avoided if he had 
conſidered, that the Beginning of the Eigh- 
teenth Chapter, out of which his Citation 
is taken, is a Tranſition of the Author from 


nn 


2 Scd ipſum Deum Patrem promere & putare, c. 18. 


Scrip- 
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Scripture to Authority, in order to convince 
the firſt Sort of Heretics, that the Son is God; 
which he does by arguing from the extra- 
vagant Notion, which the ſecond had con- 
ceived of Him, in making Him the Father, 


DXXXV. 


The Dr. under this Number, makes only 
a ſhort and general Reflection, which does 
not require an Anſwer. 


DXXXVIII. Acts xx. 28. To Feed the 
Church of * God, which he hath + pur- 
chaſed with his own Blood. | 


I had taken no Notice of the Text at all, 
nor meddled with the various Readings, 
which the Dr. thinks I ſhould have done; 
however, I deſire the learned Reader to 
conſider Dr. Mſill's Note upon the Place, and 
his Prolegomana, p. 146. col. 2. and to weigh 
the Number and Importance of the Manu- 
ſcripts on both Sides, and judge whether 
that learned Critic had Reaſon or not to 
adhere, as he does, to the Modern Read- 
ing, and reject that which the Dr. con- 
tends for. 


— _ 


*+ Non tam parum ſanguine ſus redemit Deus, nec tam pauper 
ct Cbriſtus, ſays Pacian, Epiſt. 3. ad Sempron, 


L 3 The 
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The remaining Difference between us, is 
about the Explication of the Firſt Part of the 
Third Chapter of the Firſt Epiſtle of St. John. 
And here ſuch ſtrange Conſequences are 
drawn from my Premiſes, that I cannot but 
be ſurprized at them. The Principles which 
I had laid down for explaining the Place, are, 
Firſt, That the Father, and the Son, are com- 
prehended under the Name God by St. John; 
tor the Proof of which I bring, John i. 1. 
The Word was with God, and the Word was God, 
meaning, that the Term God, in the Firſt 
Sentence, ſignifies the Father; in the Se- 
cond, the Son. Secondly, That therefore 
this ſame Apoſtle may be ſuppoſed to uſe 
the ſame Name 1n other Places, ſometimes 
for the Father, as in the Firſt Sentence ; 
{ſometimes for the Son, as in the Second Sen- 
tence ; and ſometimes for both together : 
Which « always to be determined by the Circum- 
ſtances of the Context, What then does the 
Dr, gather from theſe Principles? Why, 
that according to . g John i. 1. 
muſt be as the thus, The Word was with 
the Father and Son, and the Word was Father 
and Son, p. 129. that is, becauſe God ſome- 
times ſignifies Father and Son together where 
the Context requires it, according to my 
Principle; therefore the Dr. will have it 
ſignify Father and Son together, where the 
Context does not require 1t, contrary to my 
Principle. Had the Dr. when he cited my 

| Words, 


* 
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Words, not omitted this laſt Sentence, which 
is always to be determined by the Circumſtances of 
the Context, he could not have fallen into ſo 
unfair a Repreſentation. Which yet, he 
ſays, with great Aſſurance, © Is no Miſre- 
« preſentation of my Senſe, but is my true, 
« real, and profeſſed Meaning.” And why 
ſo? Becauſe, ſays he, © His Deſign is to 
“ ſhew, not that the Word God means in 
one Part of the Sentence the Son, and in 
„the other the Father; but that the fame 
individual Word ſingly, in one Part of the 
« Sentence alone, ſignifies both Father and 
Son. But I affirm, with the fame Aſ- 
ſurance, that it was not my Deſign. My 
Meaning is plain, that as the Name God re- 
peated ſignifies the Father in one Place, and 
the Son in the other: So it may be ſuppoſed, 
that the ſame Name does ſometimes ſignify 
both Father and Son together without a Re- 
petition, which may each of them be ſepe- 
rately referred to in the Context follow ing. 
Pag. 130. The Dr. endeavours to bring me 
to an Abſurdity by a Reaſoning that is ex- 
traordinary : It is this, Chriſt is the Na- 
* tural Son of God, we are Adoptive Sons 
of God; if then the Adoptive Sons of God, 
are Sons of the Father and Son; Chriſt, 
„ the Natural Son of God, mult be the Son 
of the Father, and the Son alſo.” I think 
have done no more than barely abridged 
it, without altering the Reaſoning, which, 

L 4 in 
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in a parallel Caſe is this, Joſeph is the Natu- 
ral Son of Jacob, Ephraim and Manaſſeh are 
the Adoptive * Sons of Facob; it then Ephraim 
and Manaſſeh, the Adoptive Sons of Jacob, 
are the Sons of Jacob and Joſeph : Joſeph, the 
Natural Son of Jacob, muſt be the Son of 
Jacob and Foſeph alſo. Now is not this a 
itrange Inference to be drawn from fo clear 
Premiſes ? May not Chriſtians be the Sons of 
Chriſt, and yet be the Adopted Sons of God 
the Father, as Ephraim and Manaſſeh were 
the Sons of Joſeph, and yet the Adopted 
Sons of Jacob? And muſt it follow that be- 
cauſe they are the Adopted Sons of the Fa- 
ther thro' Chriſt begetting them, Chriſt 
alſo muſt be the Natural Son of the Father 
thro' himſelf begetting himſelf, any more, 
than that becauſe Ephraim and Manaſſeh are 
the Adopted Sons of Jacob thro' Joſeph beget- 
ting them, Joſeph allo muſt be the Natural 
Son of Jacob thro? himſelf begetting himſelf? 
For the Term Goa, in the Dr's Reaſoning, 
ſhould be underſtood, according to my Prin- 
ciple, of the Father only, not of the Father 
and Son together; otherwiſe it cannot be 
Senſe, Tho? then we are the Adopted Sons 
of God the Father, yet we are ſuch by be- 
ing begotten of Chriſt, who is alſo our Fa- 
ther; as will appear, Firſt, From the Pa- 
rallel drawn between the Hrſt and Second 


—_—_— 


cue Klvii. 5, 6. 
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Adam, which ſuppoſes the Son to be the 
Head of Mankind in a Spiritual way, as 
Adam in a Natural. As for Inſtance, St. Paul 
ſays thus, 1 Cor. xv. 47, &c. The Firſt Man 
is of the Earth, Earthy : The Second Man is the 
Lord from Heaven. As i the Earthy, ſuch are 
they alſo that are Earthy; that is, that are 
begotten of Adam by Natural Generation. 
And as is the Heavenly, ſuch are they alſo that 
are Heavenly ; that is, that are begotten of 
the Son by Divine Generation, And as we 
have born the Image of the Earthy, by re- 
ceiving our Natural Being from Adam; we 
ſhall alſo bear the Image of the eawenly, by 
receiving a Spiritual Nature from the Son. 
And in this reſpect He is called, The Ever- 
laſting Father, or, * The Father of the World 
to come, Iſa. ix. 6, becauſe He Peoples that 
New State with a Spiritual Progeny, as 
Adam did the Old One with his Natural 
Iſſue. For Procopius ſays upon the Place, 


St. Paul teaches us, 
how He is alſo the 
Father of Eternity ; 
when he ſays, For 
as in Adam we all die, 
even ſo in Chriſt fhall 


we all be made alive. 


—_ 
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Secondly, Tt will appear that Chrift is our 
Father from the following Words uſed of 
the Son, Heb. ii. 13. J, and the Children which 


God hath given me. 
has this Remark. 

reg Þ ga 
re S Sιανν ? i, 
S rg Cacti LINGO. | 


Upon which Chryſoſton: 


As He ſhews him- 
ſelf here to be a Fa- 
ther; ſo does He there 
v. 12.) to bea Brother. 


That is, as He is our Brother in reſpect of 
his Fleſh, and our being the Adopted Sons 
of God the Father; ſo is He our Father in 
reſpect of his regenerating us into Children. 

Thirdly, From the following Authorities; 


Irenæus ſa ys, 

Pater autem gene- 
ris Humani Verbum 
Dei eſt: Quemad- 
modum Moſes oſten- 
dit, dicens, Deut. 
xxxii. 6.) Nonne hic 
ipſe Pater tuus qui 
poſſedit te, & fecit 
te, & creavit te. L. 4. 


c. 51. p. 354. 


Clem. Alexandrinus ſa ys, 


0 A7 Ta u 
7h Nuri, , Ilaſig, 2, 
Mine, 2, ad, 
2 Tegpws. Padag, 
p. 102. c. 6. Lib. 1. 
vide Strom. p. 708. 


The Word of God is 
the Father of Man- 
ind: As Moſes hath 
ſhewn, ſaying, Is not 
He thy Father that 
hath bought thee, 
and hath made thee, 
and created thee ? 


The Word is all 
things to the Infant, 
He 1s Father, and 
Mother, and In- 
ſtructor, and Nou- 
riſher. 


And 
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And Origen ſays, 


I have ſaid, ye are 
Gods: And all of you 
are Children of the mo 


7 


Ey Ga Yeol &t, 
„% yo die Me, fi 
2 Xe aurs, P» 476. 


High (Pſal. Ixxxii. 6.) Vol. 1. Edit. Huet. 


or of his Chriſt. 


Philo ſpeaks of the Word after the ſame 


Manner, 

Profeſſing one and 
the ſame Father, not 
a Mortal one; but 
the Immortal Man 
of God, who being 
the Mord of the Eter- 
nal one, is himſelf alſo 
neceſſarily incorrup- 
tible 5 


"Eve #, F aul0 - 
Mex muma Tale, 8 
Syn, AN & lo 
avpwroy Ow, d B 
giv AC ov, & 
dd t, ali; Wh 
apSapI&.— tre Ha- 
rleæ 7 Ort nporres 


honouring AdGov. e Confuſ. 
one Father, right Rea- Ling. p. 326. 
fon, or the Mord; 
Which is oppoſed to the Worſhip of many 


Gods, or Authors of the Soul. For, indeed, 
if Adam was at firſt made by the * Father and 
the + Son together, in their Image and Like- 
neſs, as it is faid, Let us make Man in our Image, 
after our Likeneſs, Gen. i. 26. Shall we not 
ſay that He is regenerated alſo by the ſame 
Father and Son, into the ſame Image and Like- 
eſs? But the learned Dr. has one Abſur- 
dity more, as he thinks, to charge me with. 


*+ Barnab. Epiſt. $, 5,6. Theoph, ad Autal. p. 115. Iren. 
p. 330. Tertull. Adv. Prax. c. 12. 1 
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I had uſed this Expreſſion, pag. 56. When 
the One God ſhall appear in the Perſon of the 
Son; which the Dr. Paraphraſes thus, p. 130. 
When the Father and the Son ſhall appear 
« in the Perſon of the Son.” As I ſuppoſe, 
becauſe the Term God is underſtood of both 
Perſons at the Beginning of the Verſe. But 
he {ſhould have conſidered, as I have ob- 
ſerved before, that where a Name ſignifies 
ſometimes a Plurality of Perſons together, 
and ſometimes One of them ſingly by him- 
ſelf, as the Term God does, it may be ap- 
plied either to One Perſon ſingly, or to more, 
or to all of them together, according to the 
different Circumſtances oftheMatter diſcour- 
ſed of. Which is the Caſe before us; for in the 
Words, ow are we the Sons of God, the Term 
God ſigniſies the Father and the Son, who 
are «nitedly called God, and each of them 
ſeinglj But in the following Sentence, when 
He ſhall appear, the Pronoun He refers to God, 
not as it ſtands for the Father and the Son 
together, but as it ſtands for the Son, who is 
comprehended in the Name God, and is 
himſelf God; fo that the Meaning is, when 
God the Son ſhall appear, (who is comprehended 
in the General Name God, and is ſingly 
called God,) we ſhall be like Him. But let the 
Dr's Paraphraſe ſtand, when the Father and 
the Son ſhall appear in the Perſon of the Son; 1 
muſt own I can ſee no Abſurdity in it. For 
it is certain, that the Father is ſee (which 
| means 
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means the ſame with appear, or manifeſted, 
ee in the Perſon of the Son, accord- 
ing to Chriſt's own Words, If ye had known 
me, ye ſhould have known my Father alſo: And 
from henceforth ye know him, and have ſeen 
him—— He that hath ſcen me, hath ſeen the 
Father, Joha xiv. 7. 9. 

And Ireneus lays, 

By the Son therefore, Per Filium itaq; 
who has the Father in qui — habet in ſe Pa- 
himſelf, He who is, trem: Is qui eſt, 2c. 
is manifeſted, or ap- nifeſtatus eſt Deus. 
pears to be God: Or Iren. p. 209. col. 1. 
He, who is God, is ma- 
nifeſted, or appears. 

And it is as certain that the Son appears, 
or is manifeſted in his own Perſon; which it 
is no leſs proper to fay, than that Abſalom 
went to Battle in his own Perſon, 2 Sam. xvii. 11. 
And therefore there can be no Abſurdity in 
ſaying, That the Father and Son are mani- 
teſted, or appear in the Perſon of the Son; be- 
cauſe as the Father does appear in the Perſon 
of the Son, and the Son appears in his own 
Perſon, ſo may neither of them appear in 
his own Perſon, but in the Perſon of the 
Holy Ghoſt. Thus far in Anſwer to the 
Dr's Objections. I proceed now to eſtabliſh 
my Comment. Origez refers the Words, 
ver. 2. when He ſhall appear, to God ( Ses) in 
the ſame Verſe, as I do; but underſtands it 
of the Father: Whereas, I underſtand it w 

the 
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the Son comprehended in the Word (Ses) 
God; for to Him gerp»8} more ſtrictly and 
properly belongs, according to ver. 5, 8. 

Didymus Alexand. reads the latter Part of 
the Second Verſe thus ; | 

For when He ſhall Quoniam cum ap- 
appear, we ſhall be like paruerit, ſimiles ei qui 
Him, who begat. enuit erimus. 
Upon which Words he has the following 
Comment. 

We ſhall be like the Similes Patri Fi- 
Father and the Son by lioq; futuri participa- 
partaking of the Tri- tione Trinitatis. I» 
nity. Loc. Vol. 9. Biblioth. 

| | Patr. Lat. p. 536. C. 
Where He, who begat, is explained by Fa- 
ther and Son: But He, who begat, is God; for 
we are called the Children of God, ver. 1, 2. 
God therefore who begat, and to whom we ſhall 
be like, is, according to this Author, both 
Father and Son; which he founds upon their 
being One. Auſtin explains the following 
Words, 1 John ii. 29. is Born of Him, thus, 
of God, of Chriſt ; meaning either that every 
righteous Perſon is Born of the Father, and 
the Son: Or, of God the Son, If he means 
the Father and the Son together, then the Goa, 
in the Two next Verſes at the Beginning of 
the Third Chapter, whoſe Sons we are called 
and are, is Father and Son. If he means God 
the Son, then is the God, whoſe Sons we are, 
God the Son. And the Term Goa, is the 
Noun 
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Noun referred to in either of theſe Senſes by 
the Pronouns following. And accordingly 
St Auſtin explains Him, whom the World knew 
not, Ver. 1. And Him, whom we ſhall be like, 
when He ſhall appear, ver. 2. to be the Son; 
as the Reader may find by conſulting his 
Comment on the Place, Tom. 9. Tract. 4. 
And this Manner of interpreting, is agree- 
able to other Drs of the Chriſtian Church, 
who comprehend both Father and Son, under 
the ſame individual Word, God. Thus Ire- 
neus makes the God of the Living, to be Fa- 
ther and Son together; tor, ſays he, 

Chriſt therefore with TIpſe igitur Chriſtus 
the Father is the God cum Patre vivorum 
of the Living, who eſt Deus, qui locutus 
pate to Moſes, and eſt Moyſi, qui & Pa- 
was manifeſted to the tribus maniteſtatus 
Fathers. eſt. Li. 4. 2% 

Again, Lib. 3. c. 6. he affirms the God, 
who ſtandeth in the Congregation of the Mighty, 
Pſal. Ixxx11. 1. to be the Father and the Son. 

The Holy Ghoſt, ſays De Patre & Filio 
he, means it of the Fa= ——diclt. 
ther, and the Son. 

And yet he applies the Term God to the 
Son only in the next Sentence, ſaying, 

Which (Congrega- Quam ( Synago- 
tion) God, that is, gam) Deus, hoc eſt, 
the Son, hath gathered Filius ipſe per ſeme- 
by himſelf. tipſum collegit. 


80 
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So the One, and the ſame Jehovah, who 
ſpeaks Exod. iii. is aftirmed, now to be the 
Father, now to be the Son, by this ſame Dr. 

in this very Chapter; which depends upon 

the Father's being in the Son, and the Son 
in the Father, and the Father's being ma- 
nifeſted in the Son, as he ſpeaks. So that 
it is ſtrange, that the learned Dr. Grabe, 
who was ſo well acquainted with this Fa- 
ther's Style, ſhould be ſurprized at it, as 


he ſeems to be, pag. 208. not 7. In like 
manner Clem. Alexandrinus and Tertullian, 


include the Father and the Son in the One 
God, and the Only God, pag. 7. and 26. of 
my firſt Anſwer, with others cited, NV. 3, 5. 
From all which Conſiderations, I truſt, I 
have no Reaſon to be aſhamed of my Scrip- 
ture Interpretation under this Article, 


DXLVI. 


No ObjeQtion is made by the Dr. to any 
thing I have ſaid under this Text; in which 
if we both agree, it is ſtrange we ſhould fo 
much differ in other Places. 


DLXXX. John v. 18. Bat ſaid alſo, that 
God mas his Father ſhis own proper * Fa- 


ther ) making himſelf equal with God. 


— 


＋•— 


— EI 


* Halte ice. 


The 
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The firſt Objection the Dr. makes to my 
Reaſoning upon this Text, is by way ꝗf In- 
terrogation and Surprize, 2.134.“ Is not this, 
« ſays he, now a wonderful Flight of Ima. 
« gination, to conceive that the Affirmative 
« ought always to be ſuppoſed, till the Ne- 
« gative appears? Whether the Affirma- 
tive ought always to be ſuppoſed, is not the 
Matter of Diſpute between us; but whether 
it ought not to be ſuppoſed in the Caſe be- 
fore us. It appears from Scripture, that the 
Perſons who generally troubled our Saviour, 
and oppoſed his Miniſtry, were the Chief 
Prieſts, Scribes, and Phariſzzs, and others of 
the Learned in the Sacred Writings, accord- 
ing to the Cuſtomary Interpretations of thoſe 
Times. The Bulk of the People were ge- 
nerally his Friends, and ſcreened him with 
their Numbers. Of this learned Sort were 
the Jews in the Text, whom our Saviour 
talked with, as may reaſonably be ſuppoſed 
from the following Obſervations: They were 
Men in Authority, who reproved the Man, 
who was made whole, for carrying his Bed 
on the Sabbath-day, wer. 10. who examined 
him about the Perſona who made him whole, 
ver. 12. Who took his Information, when 
he had diſcovered it was Jeſus, who wrought 
the Cure, ver. 15. who ſought in Conle- 
quence of that Information to put him to 
Death, ver. 16. who were of the Number 
of thoſe who ſent to John, ver. 33. that is, 

M who 
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who ſent Prieſts and Levites from Jeruſalem 
to ask John, Who art thou? And why doeſt 
thou baptize? c. 1. v. 19, 25. And who were 
therefore probably of the Great Sanhedrin. 
To whom our Saviour recommended the 
Searching of the Scriptures, ver. 39. as be- 
ing thoſe who were principally entruſted with 
the Oracles of God; not that they were un- 
acquainted with theScriptures, for they held 
them to be the Rule conducting them to 
Life: But that they might correct their No- 
tions, and have juſt Sentiments of the firſt 
Appearance of their expected Maſſiah, and 
believe Moſes according to the Meaning he 
delivered his Writings in, and not in the 
Senſe impoſed upon them by the Rabbins, or 
the later Drs, ver. 46,47. Now is it any 
more ſtrange that Perſons of this Condition 
and Order ſhould be ſuppoſed to underſtand 
the Scriptures committed to their Care, in 
its true Meaning, in certain Particulars, 
where there is no Evidence they made a 
Miſtake: than that any learned Dr. of the 
Chriſtian Church, whoſe Buſineſs and Duty 
it is to ſtudy and underſtand, ſo far as he 
is able, the Sacred Writings, and to inſtruct 
others, ſhould be ſuppoſed to underſtand 
them in their true Meaning in Articles of 
Importance, till the contrary appears by 
his Doctrines and Writings ? The Learned 
among the Jews were certainly divided into 
different Sets in the Time of our Sa- 

viour: 
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viour: Yet it does not appear that they 
had wrong Notions of the Perſon of the 
Word conſidered abſtractedly from the 
Son of David; or, if ſome of them had, 
that the Miſtake was general among all the 
Learned, as is evident from the Targams of 
2 and Ozkelos, which are ſuppoſed to 

e, the former a little older, the latter. a 
little later, than the Time of Chriſt. And 
as appears from Philo the Jem, and from the 
Style of St. John, in his Goſpel and Firſt 
Epiſtle: And of St. Paul, in his Epiſtle to 
the Hebrews; where they do not labour to 
prove, that there is ſuch a Perſon as the 
Word, or Son of God exiſting from the Be- 
ginning, for that they rather ſuppoſe, or 
affirm, as a Thing already known to the 
Perſons they wrote to, but ſhew that this 
Divine Perſon became Man in Jeſus Chriſt, 
who was the Son of David. The Dr. pro- 
ceeds, © That every Man ought to be ſup- 
poſed to know every thing, till the contrary 
appears.” That is, becauſe the learned Drs. 
among the Jem, whoſe Buſineſs it was to 
ſtudy and know the Scriptures, are ſuppoſed 
to have underſtood them in certain Paſſages, 
where it is not recorded that they erred : 
Therefore every Man ought to be ſuppoſed 
to know every thing, which he 1s under 
no Obligation of knowing by his Buſineſs, 
or Profeffion. The Dr. further ſuppoſes, 
„That according to my Reaſoning, the 

M 2 « Jews 
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« Jews muſt be conceived to have under- 
« ſtood clearly every thing that was hinted 
« in the Old Teſtament, even in the obſcureſt 
« Prophecies, concerning the Greatneſs and 
« Dignity of the Perſon of our Saviour.“ 
That is, becauſe the Jews, the Learned at 
leaſt among them, are ſuppoſed to have un- 
derſtood the plain Letter of Scripture accord- 
ing to its eaſie, obvious, and literal Senſe, 
(for the Paſlages I cited in my firſt Anſwer 
relating to MWiſdom, or the Son, or a Second 
Perſon, are ſufficiently plain; and it is evi- 
dent from the above cited Authorities, and 
from Eccleſiaſticus, Wiſdom, and Baruch, that 
the Learned Jews had a Notion of the Word, 
or Wiſdom, as a Perſon :) Therefore the 
Dr. will have it follow, that the Jews muſt 
have underſtood alſo the obſcureſt Prophe- 
cies concerning the Greatneſs and Dignity 
of the Miah ; which yet might have been 
believed in ſome Degree of the Learned 
Part of them, if the Hiſtory of their Beha- 
viour in relation to the Mefiah recorded in 
the Goſpels, if the Teſtimony of the Apoſtles 
in other Places, and the 'preſent Circum- 
ſtances of that unhappy People, argued not 
the contrary : So that in this Cale the contrary 
is made to appear, which is my Exception to 
any ſuch ſuppoſed Knowledge, p. 61. ſince 
then, according to this Exception, the Fen's 
cannot be ſuppoſed to have had 4 perfect 
Kyowleage of Chriſt's Spiritual Kzngdom, be- 

cauſe 
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cauſe the contrary appears from Hiſtory and 
Obſervation: To what Purpoſe is an Argu- 
ment drawn from the Ignorance of the Apo- 
ſtles to the Ignorance of the Jews, when the 
Ignorance of the Jems is {6 clearly ſuppoſed, 
as to the Kingdom of Chriſt, in that which 
I have written? I hope then nothing yet 
appears to determine the Reader to believe 
that my Reaſonings on this Text are the 
Effects of an indulged, or extraordinary Ima- 
gination, but the Words of Truth and Soberneſs. 
And in order to prove this further, I wall 
ſhew, Firſt, That the learned Jems about, 
or near our Saviour's Time, had a Notion 
that there was a Divine Perſon ſubſiſting 
with the Father, and operating with him 
from the Beginning of the World. Philo ſays, 

That the Word of *Opyavy 5 A 
God is the Inſtru- Ses, J & * xaleoxw- 
ment, by which (the «3». P. 129. Lib. 


World) was made. 

That God made 
the Univerſe by his 
Word. 


That the Divine 
Word 1s the Pilot and 
Governour of the U- 
niverſe. 


de Cherub. 

O FEN — T& 4 
AY #, To v h 
pag. P. 131. de 
Sacrif. 

O Þ+x 
dg , 7 Tavis A 
Ya JAG. P. 114. 
de Cherub. 


* John. 3. Coloſſ. i. 16. Heb. i. 2. 


—_—@ 


+ The Son upboldeth 


all things by the Word of bis Power. Heb. i. 3. 


M 3 


Se- 
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Secondly, That this Divine Perſon, or the 
Mord, was the Firſt begotten Son of God; for 


ſo he is called by Philo. 

5 Tcy 8p er ars Ayo. The right Word of 
Tamar * u. De God _ 19 5 7 1 
Agricul. p. 195. Jon. 

And again, 

IItegsuraſor yy — The E140 Son of 


| by ; „rien Tp „Door God, w hom he names 
—_— De Confuſ. elſewhere his Firft be- 


. p. 329- gotten. 
ban, That He was the Son of God af. 

ter a particular Manner, that diſtinguiſhed 

Him from all others; for ſays Philo, 

_?Oure . Py (The Word) 1 is nei 
6 Debs: @ 15665 gre yeuilag ther unbegotten as God 
e nue. Quis rer. is, nor made as we 

vin. Her. p. 509. are. 

And this Notion of the Præ- exiſtence of 
the Word before. the Wor Id, He tells us is 
Mes; d. 

Montes ve Nr) For this i is Moſes's 
SD w” thts Ge su Doctrine, and not 
De MundiOpific. p- 5. mine. 

Which if it be true, (and the ancient 
Chriſtians were of the ſame Mind, that it 
was Moaſes his Sentiment) can it be thought 
that Philo was the only Jew among the learn- 
ed that had a right A Ss of the 


+ Heb. i. 6. 


Mind 
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Mind of Moſes? Or, that retained the Tra- 
dition, about our Saviour's Time, that the 
World was created by the Word of God ? 
It muſt indeed be owned, that Philo ſays 
nothing of the Equality of the Son; but then 
he conſiders him generally either as the Ar- 
chetypal World, or in ſome lower Cha- 
racters expreſſing his relation to the Crea- 
ture He made. In which Views, it is no 
wonder that He ſpeaks of the Word as infe- 
riour to the Father. That the Targumiſts 
alſo had a Notion of the Subſiſtence of the 
Word with God as a diſtinct Perſon from 
him, will appear from ſeveral Paſſages, that 
agree with Philo and Chriſtian Writers. 

he Targum of Jonathan ſa ys, That God 
ſtretched out the Heavens by his Word, Iſa. xliv. 
24. and made the Earth by his Word, c. xlv. 12, 
Which is Philo's Notion, Lib. de Cherab. 
p. 129. de Sacrif. p. 131. And is the Chri- 
ſtian Doctrine, John i. 3. Col. i. 16. Heb. i. 2. 
ut ſup. The Targum of Onkelos Paraphraſes 
Jacob's Vow thus, If the Word of the Lord 
will be my Help, &c. Then ſhall the Word of the 
Lord be my God, Gen. xxvili. 20, 21. which 
agrees with Wiſd. x. 10, which ſays, When 
the Righteous (meaning Jacob) fled from his 
Brothers Wrath, ſhe (Wiſdom the only be- 
gotten Spirit, c. vii. v. 22. or the Word) 
guided him in right Paths, &c. And with Philo, 
who makes God to appear to Jacob at Be- 
thel in his Word; which Word he calls 


M 4 God, 


168 The True Scripture Doctrine 


* God, p, 599, 600. de Som. and + Lord, 
POL» Lib. a. Leg. Allg. and with St. John, 
who ſays, The Mord mas God, c. i. 1. Sce 
allo, Ireazus, Lib, iv. c. 23. The Targum of 
Jonathan ſays, in the Perſon of God, I re- 
deamed them (the 1ſraelites ) by my Word, on 
the 5th. Day of the Month Niſan, Hof. iii. 2. 
which agrees with Wiſd. xviii. 15, 16. Thine 
Almiohty Word lept doun from Heaven out of thy 
Royal Throne—— and — filled all things with 
Death. Onbelos Pa raphraſes, Exod, xxx. 6. 
thus, Before the Mercy-Seat, that is vwer the 
Teſtimony, where I will cauſe my Word to meet 
with Thee. Which, falls in with the Style of 
Philo, who Places the Word as Charioteer 
above the ** two Cherubims, or God's cre- 
ating and governing Powers; And of Ire- 
næus, Who lays - | 

O F 27a % The Mord the Cre- 
verre A⁴ο ., 3. xahi- ator of all things, 
ue 6771 7 yer. Who ſitteth above the 
Lib. 3. c. 11. p. 221. Cherubim. 
Laſih, The latter Part of v. 23. of the 
29th Chapter of Jeremiah, is expreſſed thus 
in the Jargam of Fonathan, It is manifeſt before 
me, and my Word # a Witneſs, faith the Lord: 
Where there are two Perſons, the Lord before 
whom it is manifeſt; and his Word, that is 4 


* Thy Ded 7 weroCumtmy Une Av. + *O os wes; 
2 Iries ay. | 70.3 rio wy 70 f Sorauewy 7 
Aon F* Ode eee Twmy Ay d, p.465. 


Witneſs. 
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Witneſs.” With which agrees the Style of 
St. John, ho calls the Mora, or Son, The 
faithful and true Witneſs, Rev. iii. 14. It 
then the learned Jens about, or near our 
Saviour's Time, had a Notion, as appears, 
of a Divine Perſon ſubſiſting and operating 
with the Father from the Beginning of the 
World, and Jeſus Chriſt ſpeaks in a Style 
becoming this Divine Perſon, when he ſays, 
L. 17. My Father worketh hitherto,” and I work ; 
I think it is reaſonable to conclude, that the 
Jewsuunderſtood him to take upon him the 
Character of this Divine Perſon, © Which 
they might the more readily do, becauſe 
there was an Opinion among them, that 
their'Mefiah was to be more than a bare 
Man, or the Son of David; for ſay they, 
John vii. 27. When Chriſt cometh, no Man 
knoweth whence He is: Which muſt relate to 
a * ſuperior Nature born from + above; be- 
cauſe otherwiſe it is certain they knew 
whence He was, or of what Family He was 
to be born according to the Fleſh, as ap- 
pears from v.42. Now as there is nothin 
in all this that tends to confound the Son 
with the Father, or 1s inconſiſtent with the 
Context following that refers all to the Fa- 
ther; ſo let the Reader compare it with the 
Dr's Explanation, and ſee which of the two 
comes up neareſt to the Letter of Scripture, 
and the Senſe of Antiquity, 


— 


As 


„ vid. Theoph, in Loc, Lee c. 3. 8. 
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As for Novatian, it will be neceſſary to 


conſider in What reſpects he accounts the 
Father and Son unequal, that we may the 
better Judge in what reſpect he held them 
to be equal. Now it is certain, that he de- 
nies an Equality between the Father and the 
Son in the following Reſpects; that is, the 
Son is not 2 to the Father on Account of 
his being Ianate: For if He were, there 
would be two independent Principles, and, 
by Conſequence, two Gods. That He is 
not equal to the Father, on Account of his 
being the Father; for then there would be 
two Fathers, and, by Conſequence, two 
Gods. That He is not viſible, or income 
prehenſible as the Father, or any thing of that 
which.is proper to the Father, for then there 
muſt have been two I-vi/ibles and Incompre- 
henſibles, and two Gods; that is, He is not 
the firſt 

Note, The Sou i Inviſible and Incom- 
Iaviſible and + In- prehenſible Perſon ma- 
comprehenſible h. nifeſted by his Word 
ture: But Viſible as the Father is; for 


and + Comprehen- then He muſt have 


— 
3 * 1 — 
- 


* Vid. Ignat. Epiſt. ad Poly. Tertull. ady. Prax. c. 14. Philo 
de Mund. Opif, p. 6. Hil. de Trin. Lib. 12. p. 110. Edit. Paris, 
1572. [ten. Lib. 4. c. 41. Þ 341: Clem. Alexand. p. 704. 
Euſeb. Orat. p. 635. Arnob. ad Fin. Tertull. p. 146. 

+ Herm. Lib. 3. Sim. 9. $. 14. Iren. Lib. 3. c. 18. p. 241. 
Orig. cont. Cell. p. 323. Arnob p. 150. Euſeb. in Iſai. c. 6. 
P. 374, 375+ 

had 


of the TaIXIT Y Continued. 171 


cond Perſon alſo to 
have manitefted him 
to the World : Which 
would have made 


him a Fir Perſon, and 
have introduced two. 


Firſt Perſons, or Fa- 
thers, and conſe- 
uently two indepen- 
t Principles, or 
Gods; but, ſays this 
Author, whatſoever 
He is, He is not 


Himſelf, becauſe He 
is not Iznate, c. 31. 
Where it is evident, 
that the Inequality lies 


ſible. by Condeſcenſion 
and Grace. Inviſible, 
as He is an Immaterial 
Being, Incomprehen- 
ſible, as hw Nature 
ana Perfections are un- 
limited, and exceeding 
the Capacity of a finite 
Creature. Viſible, as 
He hathdiſcovered him- 


ſelf iu various created 


Forms, and laſtly in 
Heſh. Comprehen- 


F ſible, as He has mani- 
feſted his Power and 


Godhead in a Meaſure 
adapted to the Under- 


andings of his Crea- 
in the Son's not be- — „ 4 
ing unbegotten, not 
being the Firſt Divine Perſon, not being the 
Father, Which is the Purport alſo of the 
Paſſage taken out of c. 17. But this does 
not infer, that He may not be equal to the 
Father in the Divine Nature ſo far as it is 
communicable to the Son ; or, that this Au- 
thor, who held him «n2qual in the foregoing 
Reſpects, might not believe and affirm him 
to be equal in others. I ſay then, that both 
the Dr's Citations and mine may be equally 
true without a Contradiction : As 2 In- 
ſtance, the Paſſage I cited, p. 62. is this; 


Whoſe 
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- Cuyus fic Divinitas 


traditur, ut non aut 
diſſonantid aut inæqua- 


litate Divinitatis du- 


os Deos reddidiſſe vi- 
deatur. De Train. 


The true Meaning 


Whoſe , ( the Sons 
Godhead is taught us in 
ſuch manner, ' as that 
none may think that two 
Gods are introduced ei- 
ther by a Difference, 
or Inequality: of God- 
aden end. 


be 


found out by conſidering the Importance of 
diſſonantia and inæqualitate. The Terms diſ- 
ſonantia Divinitatis, relate to that Difference, 
or Diſagreement of Godhead that ariſes from 
the Suppoſition of the Father and the Son's 
being two Iunate, Independent, and Co-ordinate 
Gods. Which Novatian explains before by 


diſcordiam Divinitatis thus; 


Dum non aliunde 
eſt quam ex Patre, 
patri ſuo originem ſu- 


am debens, Diſcordiam 


Divinitatis de nume- 
ro duorum Deorum 
facere non potuit. 
c. 31 


That is, of two Innate 


While He (the Son) 


has no other Origin than 


from the Father, He 


could not make a Dif- 
ference or Diſagree- 
ment. of Godhead by 
introducing the Number 
of two Gods, 

and Independent Gods. 


And therefore oppoſes this Branch of the 
Sentence to thoſe, who, by exalting the Son 
into the State of the Father, do, in effect, 
make of two Perſons, two Fathers, or unorigi- 


nated Beings. 


The other Part of the Sen- 


tence inæqualitate Divinitatis, is ſpoken pro- 


bably 
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bably in Oppoſition to a contrary Sort of 
People, who, by depreſſing the Son into à 
meer Man, make him a God in no other 
reſpect than in Title and Authority. So that 
Novatian's Meaning ſeems to be this, that 
the Divinity of the Son 1s' taught in ſuch 
Terms, as that neither two diſtin, inde- 
adent, and jarring Deities are introduced 
y making the Son, in all reſpects, equal to 
the Father: Nor yet, on the other Side, are 
two diſtinct and anequal Gods introduced 
by holding an Izequality of Nature and God- 
head among them; that is, they are as 
equal in Nature, as the Communication of 4 
the Subſtance of the Father to the Son can | 
poſſibly make them, but are not equal in 
Perſon, or in what is properly Perſonal. 
Which is well expreſſed by Hilary, as if he 
had commented upon the Text of Novatian, 
ſaying of the Son, 
That He is not equal Neq; ex 1nnaſcibi- 
to Him, who is unbe- litate 1nnaſcibili cow- 
gotten, by being him- qualem, led ex gene- 
ſelf unbegotten: Bat ratione unigenitum 
that He is by means of non diſparem. L. 10. 
his Birth the only be- de Trin. p. 83. Edit. 
gotten (Son,) who is Paris, 1572. 
not unequal. 
In which Words, as the Context ſhews, 
he denies his Equality in relation to the Man- 
ner of his having his Subſiſtence, or in re- 
lation to that which is properly Perſonal: 
4 But 
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But owns his Equality, or denies his Izeqaality 
in relation to his Nature. And he fays 
again, to the ſame Purpoſe, = 
Patri ingenito nihil That nothing is to be 
comparare: Unigeni- compared with the un 
tum ab eo nec tem- begotten Father: That 
pore, nec virtute diſ- notwithſtanding that, 
cernere. L. 3. p. 14. the only begotten (Son) 
is not to be diſtin- 
guiſhed from him either in Duration, or Power, 
Which will explain the following Expreſ- 
ſion of Novatian, Numquam ſe Deo Patri aut 
comparavit aut contulit, He never compared 
himſelf with God the Father, that is, He never 
compared himſelf with the Father by pretend- 
ing to be unbegotten; for it follows, Memor ſe 
eſſe ex ſuo Patre, Remembring He was from his 
Father, that is, that He was begotten, and 
not anbegotten, c. 17. 


DXCl. 


The learned Dr. ſays, p. 142.“ That I 
« ſeem ſome way or other to have miſun- 
% derſtood his Words.” And he profeſſes, 
p. 143. to underſtand not mine at all: So 
that this Article muſt continue in the State 
it is in, for ſuch as can underſtand us. 


DX CIV. John x. 30. I and my Fat her are 


Ons. 


DCXV. 
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That thou being a 


DXCV. John x. F | G00 
2 - 


Man, makeſt thy 


I underſtand theſe Texts of an Unity of Na- 
ture: The learned Dr. ſays, I do not declare 
what I mean by Unity of Natare. I think 
the Context ſhews I meant Uzity of Sub- 
ſtance : For Phavorinus tells us, 

It is a very uſual ®tow 3 maaw dg m7 
thing tO expreſs Sub- πο 1 golev xα 
ſtance by Nature, eſpe- oun 9%, #, D Toi 
cially among the Chri- i uelle gis S9zoxgino 
ſtian Doctors. | 

If he asks me further, what Sort of Unity 
it is? The Bleſſed Perſons, who ſubſiſt in it, 
only know that. All, that we can ſay, is 
in a Negative way ; that the Divine Sub- 
ſtance is capable of no Diviſion ; that being 
communicated to the Son by Generation, 
and to the Holy Ghoſt by Proceſſion, ir 
remains undivided, notwithſtanding it is 
communicated ; that what 1s uncapable of 
Diviſion, is an || individual; that the Di- 
vine Subſtance, uncapable of Diviſion, is an 
individual Subſtance ; that therefore the Di- 
vine Subſtance communicated from the Fa- 
ther to the Son, and thro” the Son to the Spi- 
rit, is an individual Subſtance, and conſe- 
quently One. When therefore, I ſay, Je- 


Te du 
hovah 


176 The True Scripture Doctrine 


hovah our God, Jehovah is One, I mean, One 
God, or, an 1ndividual. Divine Subſtance ; 
not One Perion, which the Dr. thinks to be 
the Mind of Scripture; concerning which, 
ſee NV. 1,2. As for what I mean, when I 
include Father and Son under the One True 
God, ſee N. 5. and that I do not reduce Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt to One Perſon only, 
when I underſtand Rom. xi. 36. to belong to 
them, ſee N. 372. and that I do not hold 
ſuch an Equality between the Father and the 
Son, as to make them two unoriginated, 
independent Beings ; but that, I confeſs, 
the Father to be Firſt, unoriginated, and 
Father; and the Son to be Second, origi- 
nated, and Son; and. notwithſtanding this, 
that they are equal in Nature, that is, fo 
far equal as it is poſſible for them to be by 
a Communication of the Subſtance of the 
Father to the Son, is evident from the whole 
Deſign of my Writings. The Arguments 
uſed from Scripture and Authority were 
plainly to ſhew, that the Father and the 
Son are ſubſtantially One; which if thoſe Ar- 
guments proved them to be, it follows that 
there is no reaſon to exclude ſuch an Unity 
of Subſtance out of the Meaning of the Words, 
1 and my Father are One, &c. eſpecially ſince 
ſuch a Senſe 15 not contradictory to the Con- 
text, but rather confirmed by it. The firſt 
Argument is taken as from other Divine 


Names, fo eſpecially from Jehovah, which 
expreiles 


%. 
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expreſſes God as He is Being, or He who is, 
according to both Jewiſh and Chriſtian Wri- 
ters; ſee N. 534. which * is appropriated 
to the True God, Exod: iii. 15. Pſal. Ixxxiii. 18. 
and repreſents One God, or One Divine In- 
telligent Being only, Deut. vi. 4. and yet is 

iven to the Son; the Conſequence of which 
is, that He is One with that One and Trae 
God, who is Being. In Anſwer to this, the 
Dr. refers to N. 24. of his Reply; which, if 
the Reader pleaſes, he may compare with 
what I fay here, and have faid in my firſt 
Anſwer, N. 591. and in this preſent Anſwer, 
N. 534. The ſecond Argument to prove 
the Unity of Father and Son 1n Subſtance 
and Godhead, is taken from Authority; 
whether the Dr's general Remarks upon 
the Paſſages I cited prove them inſufficient 
for this End, let the Reader judge. Since 
they ſpeak ſo plain, and nothing in parti- 
cular is alledged againſt them, a further Ex- 
plication of them would prove needleſs. In 
Conſequence of theſe Arguments from Scrips | 
ture and Authority, the Paſſages in diſpute 
are to be interpreted thus, I and my Father 
are One, that is, One in Subſtance, and conſe- 
quently, Oze in Power: So that none can 
pluck my Sheep out of my Hands. Upon 


* qanvpN u Lib. prec. p. 126. & Targ. Jon. Ben. Uzz. 
Levit. xxiv. 16. Orig. Hom. 4. in Num. p. 141. Euſeb. Dem. 
Evang. Lib. g. p 435. Hierom. Epiſt. 136. Menaſſ, Ben. Iſ. 
Concil, Quzft, 3. in Exod. p. 104. Wiſd. xiv. 22. 

N our 
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our Saviour's uſing theſe Words, the Jews 
took up Stones to ſtone him; and give this 
Reaſon for ſo doing, Becauſe thou being a Man 
makeſt thy ſelf God, that is, becauſe He, by 
affirming himſelf to be the Son of God in a 
proper Senſe, (ſee John v. 18. compared 
with Rom. viii. 32.) declared himſelf to be 
of the ſame Subſtance with the Father, and 
therefore of the ſame Power with him, and by 
Conſequence God: As the Son of a Man is 
of the ſame Subſtance with his Father, and 
is therefore Man. To this Accuſation our 
Saviour Anſwers, not by denying that He 
is God; which was the Conſequence they 
drew from his affirming himſelf to be the 
Son who was One with the Father: But by 
juſtifying the Premiſe, or his being the Son, 
and conſequently by confirming the Conclu- 
ſion they drew from it, that He made him- 
ſelf God, or God the Son. For, ſays he, if He 
called them Gods (in an improper Senſe, as 
being the Images, or Repreſentations of God 
the Word,) unto whom the Word of God came, 
(ho were inveſted with Divine Authority, 
and were renewed by receiving the Light, 
Truth, and quickening Power of God the 
Word thro' Moſes and the Prophets) and the 
Scripture cannot be broken : Say ye of him whom 
the Father hath ſanctiſied, (whoſe Humanity 
the Father hath ſanctified by uniting it to 
the very Word it ſelf, John i. 14. whence 
others derive their Divine Vertue, 8 5 
whic 
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which is it ſelf God, John 1. 1.) and ſent into 
the World, (abroad into the World, or to all 
the Fews in the Land of Promiſe, c. xii. 19. 
to preach to them Repentance and Remif- 
ſion of Sins,) Thou blaſphemeſt ; becauſe ] ſaid, 
I am the Son of God? That is, the Word, 
which is the proper Son of God, One with him 
in Subſtance, and himſelf God. By which 
He confirmed the Inference drawn by the 
Jews, that He made himſelf God, or profeſſed 
himſelf indirectly to be God the Word, This 
I take to be the genuine and moſt natural 
Meaning of the Words, and agreeable to 
the Sentiments, ſo far as appears, of the 
learned Fews of that Age; who, as I have 
ſhewn N. 580. had the Knowledge, at leaſt 
ſome of them, of a Second Divine Perſon 
beſides the Father, and believed that their 
Meſſiah was to be more than a meer Man. 
As for the learned Dr's Interpretation, it 
infers no more from the following Words, J 
and my Father are One, than an Unity in 
Power, p. 146. which might probably be 
true, did it not appear from Scripture, that 
the Son was God the Word, conſubſtantial 
with the Father: And that the Unity in 
Power is founded upon an Unity in Nature. 
He ſays, that when the Jews charged Chriſt 
with making himſelf God, they meant no 
more than that He aſſumed to himſelf the 
Power and Authority of God, p. 147, 130. 
And the like is replied = the learned An 
2 0 
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of Some Conſiderations, &c. p. 254. Whickr 
alſo might probably be true, were it not 
already proved, NV. 580. that the Jews had 
a Notion of a Divine Perſon, whom the 

called the Word, and God, ſubſiſting with 
the Father before the World ; whoſe Perſon 
and Character they probably conceived. was 
aſſumed by our Saviour, when He faid, I 
and my Father are One: And did it not appear 


they were of Opinion, that their expected 


Meſſiah was to be more than Man, or to en- 
joy a Nature ſuperior to that which was to 
be derived to him from David. As for the 
other Inſtances in which they accuſed our 
Saviour of Blaſphemy, and which are cited 
by the Dr. p. 149, 1 50. it is not neceſſary 
they ſhould all be parallel to the Caſe before 
us. Sometimes He might barely affirm 
himſelf to be the Chriſt, or King of the 
gow : And leave it to ſuch of them to infer 
is Godhead, who knew that the Me/iah was 
to be more than Man, as Matt. xxvii. 11. 
Sometimes He might repreſent himſelfas the 
Son of the Father, co-operating with him 
from the Beginning of the World, and one 
with him in Nature and Power, as He does 
m the Text before us, and c.v. 17. At other 
times He might ſhew his * Godhead by 
L for- 


* +|} Si enim nemo poteſt remittere peccata, niſi Solus Deus; 
remittebat autem hæe Dominxs, & curabat homines; mani- 
&fium eſt quoniam ipſe erat verbum Dei ut tanquam 

Deus 
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+ forgiving Sins, and ſtrengthen that, Evi- 
dence with an Act of || Healing, as Mark ii. 
5,10, 11, 12. And on other Occaſions He 
might declare himſelf that Perſon, or the 
Lord of David, who was to ſit at the right 
Hand of God, Pſal. cx. 1. the Dew of whoſe 
Birth is of the Womb of the Morning, v. 3. and 
who 1s the Son of Man who ſhould come with 
** the Clouds of Heaven, Dan. vii. 13. as he 
does, Matt. xxvi. 64. & xxii. 43, 44, 45. All 
which different Repreſentations, or Man- 
ners of diſcovering himſelf to the Fewiſh Na- 
tion, might be the Ground of ditferent Ac- 
cuſations; ſome, that He made himſelf God, 
or God the Word; others, that He aſſumed to 
himſelf a Power, that He had no claim to. 
So that nothing can be inferred from the 
Matter of one Accuſation to that of ano- 
ther, which muſt needs vary, as the De- 
grees of Evidence were greater or leſs, that 
He was pleaſed to give them of the Dignity 
of his Perſon. 

Pag. 152. The Dr. gives us a large Col- 
lection of Scripture Paſſages; which, ſo far 
as they relate to the Laion of the Father and 
the Word, are of the ſame Import with, I 
and my Father are One, or expreſs an Unity 
in Subſtance. So far as they relate to the 


— 


Deus miſereatur noftri, & remittat nobis debta noſtra. Iren. 
Lb. 5. c. 17. Ta wir duagniuars ws 98% dgitiss Cl. Alex. 
Fd. c. 3. p. 82. ** Et quoniam Den- forts ſuper nubes 
veniens univerſorum Judex, Ven. Lib. 3. 6.21, 


N 3 Pre- 


182 The True Scripture Dottrme 
Preſence of the Father with the Humanity of 
the Son thro? rhe Word, are of leſs Import; 
it being impoſſible that the Humanity ſhould 
be'Oze with the Father like the Mord, or of 
one Subſtance with Him. And fo far as they 
relate to the Preſance of the Father, and of 
the Word with the Church, are ſtil] of leſs Im. 
portance than the two foregoing ; ſince the 
Father is manifeſted primarily, and moſt 
eminently in the Humanity of the Son, and 
ſecondarily in the Church: And the Union 
of the Word, with the human Nature in the 
Perſon of Chriſt, is more ſtrict and cloſe, than 
with any Member of the Myſtical Body, 
Had the learned Dr, told us for what End 
he brought the two Paſſages out of Tertullian 
and Novatiaz under theſe Articles, ſome- 
thing might have been ſaid to them: How- 
ever, this 1s certain, they held a greater 
Union between Father and Son than of 
bare Likezeſs, Agreement, and Love, namely, 
an Unity of Subſtance, or a Communion of Sub. 
ance, as appears from the Citations in my 
frſt Anſwer, p. 68, 69. but without a Con- 
fuſion of Perſons. 


DXCVII. John xi, 41, Theſe things ſaid 
Iſaias, when he ſaw his Glory, and ſpake 
of Him, 


The firſt Objection the Dr. makes to 
my Reaſoning, belides that of — 
EY - = 
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and Obſcurity, is in relation to our Baptiſm 
into the Name of the Son. “ As if, fays he, 
« being baptized into the Name of Chriſt, 
« was not being baptized into the Profeſ- 
« fion of his Religion, but into the Name 
« 1t ſelf taken (as they 3 technically, 
„ materially, or cabbaliſtically.“ I think 
a Name technically, or materially taken, is 
nothing elſe, if it be pronounced, but an 
articulate Sound : Or, it it be written, but 
a Set of Letters; and none can be ſuppoſed 
to be ſo abſurd as to imagine, that when we 
are baptized into the Name of Father and Son, 
we are baptized into a Sound, or into a Set 
of Letters. Secondly, Name in Scripture ſig- 
nifies * Power: As Ads iv. 7. where the 
Sanhearin ask the Apoſtles, By what Power, 
or by what Name have ye done this? To which 
Peter Anſwers, v. 10. That by the Name of 
Jeſus Chriſt—— doth this Man ſtand here before 
you whole. And adds, v. 12. For there is none 
other Name under Heaven given among Men, 
whereby we muſt be ſaved : Making it a Prin- 
ciple of Salvation both to Body and Soul in 
them who believe. And, c. 3. v. 16. he 
ſays, And his Name, thro' Faith in his Name, 
hath made this Man ſtrong, that is, his Power 
hath done it; for a bare Sound, or bare Let- 
ters, could not effect this Cure. Now in 
this Senſe do I conceive, that we are bap- 


* See the Dr's Anſwer, p. 161- : 
N 4 tized 
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tized into the Name of the Father, and of the 
Son; That is, into the healing and regene- 
rating * Power of the Father and the Son, 
as well as into the Profeſſion of the Goſpel. 
Which Power of the Son is as diſtinct from 
the Power of the Father in the Regeneration 
of Baptiſm, as the Name of the Son 1s di- 
ſtinct from the Name of the Father in the 
Form made uſe of on that Occaſion ; and 
conſequently, the Son does not act in the 
Name, or Power of the Father only, but in 
his own diſtin and proper Name, or Power 
derived from the Father. And therefore, 
the Power of the Son is repreſented as a 
joynt Principle of Salvation to us with the 
Power of the Father. I had ſaid, p. 73. That 
two Perſons are repreſented by one + Glory, 
or Appearance: The Dr. ſays, © "This is not 
e the Caſe; but, on the contrary, one Per- 
« {on is the Glory, or Repreſentation of ano- 
4 ther, the 22 repreſenting the Izvi- 
&« ſible, p. 157.” It is true indeed, that the 
Son is the Brightneſs of the Glory, Heb. 1. 3, 
and the Image of the Inviſible God, Col. 1. 15. 
and yet it is certain, that the Glory upon 
the Throne was a viſible Repreſentation of 

5 1 
ee ee e eee 
we Baptiſm the Grace and Vertue of Chriſt, And Rom. vi. 3. To 
e baptized into Chriſt's Death, # to receive ibo Baptiſm the 
Benefits of his Death, by which we die to Sin, as He died upon the 
Croſs, + See Chtyſoſt. upon the Place; and p. 122. of 
my fr fl Anſwer, | | 

| both 
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both Perſons, of the Father, and of the Son ; 
ſometimes of the Father diſtia& from the 
Repreſentation given of the Son, as Rev. iv, 
3» 5 1- where the Glory upon the Throne 
repreſents the Father as diſtinguiſned from 
the Lamb, or Repreſentation of the Son upon 
the ſame Throne, v. 6, which Lamb took the 
Book out of the right Hand of him that ſat upon 
the Throne, or, out of the right Hand of the 
Father, v. 7. as a Perſon repreſentativel 

diftinguiſhed from him. To both which 
Perſons, Honour and Glory are unitedly . 
offered under their diſt init Repreſentations by 
the whole Creation, as v, 13. Bleſſing, and 
Honour, and Glory, and Power, be unto Him 
that ſitteth upon the Throne, and unto the Lamb 
for ever and ever, The like may be ſaid of 
Dan, vii. 9, 13. Acts vii. 55. Sometimes the 
Glory was a Repreſentation of the Soz, or of 
God the Word, who is allowed by all Anti- 
quity to be manifeſted in the Glory fitting 
upon the Throne. And in the Text before 
us, or in [/a. vi. it is a Repreſentation of the 
Father, as appears by comparing v. 3. with 
Rev. iv. 8. which belongs to the Father; 
and of the Son, John xii. 41. that is, when 
there is no other Appearance of a Divine 
Perſon beſides the Glory ſitting upon the 
Throne, this is a Repreſentation of Father 
and Son together, tho? with a ſpecial Rela- 
tion to the Son on Account of his future 
Incarnation ; but if there be a diſtinct Ap- 

pearance 
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pearance of the Son, then is it a Repreſen- 
ration of the Father excluſive of the Perſon 
of the Son, as in the Texts before cited; the 
united Repreſentation expreſſing the Unity 
of Nature: The different Appearances, or 
Repreſentations, the Difference of Perſons, 
Pag. 157. the Dr. ſays, © If a Perſon be not 
« an intelligent Agent, and an intelligent 
Agent an individual intelligent Being — | 
« will your Friend tell us what a Perſon, in 
„ his Senſe, 1s.” The Dr's Definition of a 
Perſon, 1n relation to the Creatures, is good, 
if it be extended no further. Among theſe 
every Perſon is an individual intelligent Being, 
and every individual intelligent Being is a 
Perſon. But the great Miſtake 1s in argu- 
ing from the Creature to the Creator: In 
comprehending things Divine 'and Human 
under the ſame Conceptions ; whereas their 
Natures are different, and the Perſons ſub- 
fiſting in thoſe different Natures, are to be 
ſpoken of, and repreſented after different 
Manners. The Notion: of Perſon, in rela- 
tion to the Creature, is taken from Obſerva- 
tion, and ſenſible Experience; the Notion 
of Perſon, 1n relation to God, is taken from 
Revelation; the Excellency of his Nature 
being otherwiſe too great to be ſubject to the 
Diſcoveries of the largeſt Underſtandings. 
As then Obſervation, and the general Senſe 
of Mankind founded thereupon, is appealed 
to for the Meaning of the Word Per/o when 

ſpoken 
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ſpoken of the Creature: So Divine Revela- 
tion, and the general Senſe of the Church 
founded thereupon from the very Begin- 
ning, 1s to be appealed to for the Meaning 
of the Word Perſon, when ſpoken of God. I 
ſay then, that according to Scripture, and 
the general Senſe of the Church founded 
thereupon from the very Beginning, there 
is one God, or, one * Divine Subſtance mani- 
felted to the World in * three Subſiſtences: 
So that, Firſt, every Divine Perſon is an in- 
aividual intelligent Being, but the Divine intelli- 
gent Being, which is individually, or undivi- 
dedly one, is not one Perſon only; which is the 
firſt Difference between Human and Divine 
Perſons. As for Inſtance, the Father and the 
Son are eachof them an individual intelligent 
Being, as ſubſiſting in the Divine Nature or 
Subſtance; the Father originally, the Son 
derivatiyely. But this Divine Subſtance be- 
ing in Father and Son without Diviſion, and 
being ſeperate and diſtinct in Exiſtence and 
Perfect ions from all other Subſtances, and 
compleatly perfect, is an individual intelli- 
gent Being; but more than one Perſon, as 
comprehending in it more. Secoxaly, Tho! 
each Divine Perſon is an individual intelli- 
gent Being, yet are they not three Beings 
ſeperate and divided from each other; but 


** See N. 1. where ſome Places proving this Doctrine are re- 
ferred to, 


one 
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one undivided, or individual Being: Which 
is the Second Difference between Human 
and Divine Perſons. Three Perſons among 
Men, are three Beings ſeperate and divided 
from each other: But the Divine Subſtance 
being communicated by the Father after 
different Manners to the Son and Holy 
Ghoſt without Diviſion, remains one und1- 
vided, or individual Subſtance, or Being. 
So that each Perſon by himſelf, is in one 
reſpect an individual intelligent Being, and 
in another reſpect all three together are but 
one individual intelligent Being. The Fa- 
ther as not divided, or diviſible, into two 
Fathers: The Son, into two Sons: The 
Holy Ghoſt, into two Holy Ghoſts, remain 
each of them an individual intelligent Being; 
but as ſubſiſting in one indiviſible Subſtance, 
or individual Being, in this reſpect, they are 
all together but one individual, or undivided 
intelligent Being: Which is no Contradi- 
ction, becauſe the Reſpects are different. 
Thirdly, Hence it appears, that a Divine Per- 
ſon is an individual intelligent Being, inſe- 
perably and ſubſtantially united with other 
Divine Perſons, in one indiviſible Subſtance, 
or Being: So that a Human and Divine 
Perſon cannot be comprehended under the 
ſme Notion. But the Dr. ſays, in his 
Anſwer to the learned Author of Some Con- 
ſiderations, &C, p. 237. That if the Word 
God, which always ſignifies an intelligent and 
6 powerful 
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« powerful Agent, ſignified the Divine Na- 
1 ee whole three Perſons, who 
« are each of them intelligent Agents; it 
« would follow unavoidably, that the Di- 
“ vine. Nature was a fourth intelligent 
« Agent, diſtinct from, and conſtituted of, 
“ thoſe three intelligent Agents.” In An- 
ſwer to which, I obſerve, Firſt, That the 
Divine Nature, or Subſtance, being in three 
Perſons without Diviſion, remains in that: 
reſpect one. Secondly, That this one, or un- 
divided Divine Subſtance being Intelligent 
and Agent in the three Divine Perſons, is 
therefore one intelligent Agent, or, one intelli- 
gent and active Subſtance, or Being. Thirdly, 
That this one Divine Subſtance, which ex- 
iſts in, and is Intelligent and Agent in thoſe 
three Divine Perſons, is not a fourth intelli- 
gent Agent diſtinct from thoſe three Perſons ; be- 
cauſe it does not exiſt out of thoſe three 
Perſons, but in them only. 

The Meaning of the Paſlage cited by the 
Dr. out of Faſtin Martyr, and put in the 
Margin, p. 158. is this, that the Son is not 
a meer Power of the Father, without any 
Perſonal Subſiſtence of his own, which ope- 
rates, or reſts as the Father pleaſes, (which 
was the Sentiment of thoſe whom he there 
finds Fault with;) but that He is a real 
Perſon diſtinct from the Father. For, ſays 
he, in the very next Paſſage to that, which 
is firſt cited by the Dr. 

Sa 
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"Ourw; 6 TIzlhe de So they (the miſta- 
Ai, Myzor, - ken Perſons) ſay, the 
jaw eur meg Father, when He will, 
wi &, dran SN,, cauſes his Power (or 
TAAW Gagan eig Son) to ſpring forth 
Lv. from Him: And when 

[1 He will, draws it back 
again into himſelf. 
But this interferes with nothing that T 
ſay, who own him to be a diſtinct Perſon 
from the Father, and to ſubſiſt for ever in 
a diſtin Perſon: And not to be a meer 
Power of the Father, or a temporary 
and tranſitory Manifeſtation of his Power. 
Pag. 159. the learned Dr. ſays, in Oppoſi- 
tion to one of my Premiſes, That God is 
„s not only (12%) individually one Being, but 

„ alſo (5 oy) individually one intelligent Agent, 
or Perſon,” For which he refers the Rea- 
der to N. 1. and whither I refer him alſo in 
this ſecond Anſwer, having ſhewn, that 
this fort of Maſculine Terms refers to ſome 
known Noun among the Greeks of the Maſ- 
culine Gender, which Perſon is not. As for 
Inſtance, 0; les relates to y p , ar rec Or 
ſome other-like Noun of the ſame Gender : 
As rd dr does to a Noun of the Neuter 
Gender. Thus Eſth. xiv. 11. MN r 
xy2.m To oxyalegy os * Toi; wh tor that is, 


' 


v 


** $0 Toig Leny, and mig un L, and jun ovJag, relate to ddt 
and dess. Juſt, ad Græc. Cohort. p. 20, 21, Edit, Steph. 
either 
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either idee, v. 6. if it be meant of Men; 
or &\wAou;, v. 8. if it be meant of * falſe 
Gods. And thus 6 & relates not to Perſon, 
but to Seôs; and ſignifies the God, who is, 
in an emphatical Senſe; or, the God who i 
Being, or eternally + exiſts ; and is explained 
by 5 Seds wv, ö av Oed, ö & re av Feds, and 
6 avi ay Debs, Juſt. ad Græc. Cohort. p. 20, 21. 
and is attributed to the Mord, or Son, no 
leſs than to the Fathers by ancient Writers, 
as will appear from the following Authori- 
ties. Juſtin ſays, That the Son ſpake theſe 
Words to Moſes, ty eu 5 av. Apol. 2. p.160, 
161. Eait. Steph. 


Athanaſius ſa ys, 
God is He who 1, O I? Jetg ay .. 
— therefore his Word M , 6 T&rs N. 


% a. Orat. cont. 


alſo is He who is. 
Gent. p. 40. 


Baſil ſays, 


So that He, who "Rx , n N Mee 


named himſelf to Mo- 
ſes, I am, or, He who 
is, can be conceived 
to be no other but 
God the Word, who 
was in the Beginning 
with God. 


g, dr, faurly Eg- 
Aude, BY dN TG 
Tape 2 Dew A 7 
a apy) es 7 Fey 
von dei. Cont, Eunom. 
Lib. 2. p. 57. 


F Thy did aurs 6 nds md Move owurar Hwy 


510 ic 6 ov, ton, 


r av WAAaCis N va gad ,. dAAQG. 


Tus Teeis, T Te mupeAnavIonm, A ien, Y T U v. 


Juſt. ad Grzc. Cohort. p. 23. 


Where 


See a 
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Where he alſo makes it a very great Fault 
to * that the Son is not , He who is. 
ſo Greg. Nyſſen. cont. Eunom. p. 204. B. 

If then 6 & does not relate to Perſon, but 
to God, who has been proved to be more 
than one Perſon ; then is not my Premiſe 
faulty in not explaining 65 ay by one indivi- 
dual intelligent Perſon. And if 6 oy be attri- 
buted to the Word, no leſs than to the Fa- 
ther, the Son's beipg 5 & does not prove 
him to be the ſame individul Perſon, but to 
be one individual Being, Or ons God with the 
Father; for 6 ay is individaally one. And if 
6 d be individually one and no more, and 6 wy 
be the true God, and the true God be indivi- 
dually one and no more, then is the Son, 
who is 5 av, the true God: And being the 
trae God is 6 av; theſe Terms being con- 
vertible, notwithſtanding what the learned 
Dr. ſays, p. 160. where he would have 7he 
Son's being true God, to ſignify not that He 
is 5 , but © That He has true Divinity 
“ (which falſe Gods have not) communi- 


. 


« cated to him from Him who is alone 6 2». 
But what this true Divinity is, if it be not 
the true Divine Nature, or Subſtance, is 
hard to tell. But if it be the true Divine 
Nature, which is Being, and without which 
none can appear to be true God, ſee N. 180. 
Why ſhould the Son, who receives the true 
Divine Nature, or that which is emphati- 
cally Being, be denied to be 5 a»? In Op- 

poſition 


N 
* 


8 1 * * 
* 4 
* 


te Taix TY Continued, 193 
poſition to the remaining Part of my Reaſon- 
ing, which the Dr. repeats in the ſame Page; 

he ſays, That the Paſſage, this it the true God, 

x John v. 20. is not ſpoken of the Son. For 
an Anſwer to which, I refer the Reader to 
N. 410. But proceeds the Dr.“ If it was 
“ ſpoken of the Son, ſtill it would follow, 
&« that the Son was true God, not by being 
« himſelf the Father, the ſelf-exiſtent Being. 
And who is it that affirms this? The Son 
may partake of the ſame Subſtance with the 
Father, without being ſelfrexiſtent; that is 
The Divine Subſtance, as it 1s perſonalized 1 
in the Father without Derivation, is called \ 44 
ſelf-exiſtent : But as it is perſonalized in the 
Son by Derivation from the Father, or, as it 
paſſes from the Father into a ſecond Sub- 
ſiſtence, is called begotten; it receiving dif- 
ferent Denominations in different Reſpects. 
In like manner, as the Subſtance of Adam 
perſonalized in himſelf, the firſt Man, with- 
out Generation, is called anbegotten: But as 
perſonalized in Seth by Communication from 
Adam, is called begotten. The Dr. adds, 
e But by having true Divinity and Domi- 
“ nion communicated to him from him.” 
But, as I have obſerved before, what this 
true Divinitye is, diſtinct from the Divine 
Subſtance, that can make a true God, is 
hard to conceive, if not altogether impoſ- 
ſible: Neither does the Dr. explain it. 
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© DCXVE. Ads vii. 30, 31, 32. There 

peared to him Fe 1 of the 101d 
in a Flame of Fire in a Buſh, &c. 


Concerning the Angel here ſpoken of 1 
have already diſcourſed N. 534. The Dr. 
fays, p. 162. That, Rev. xi. 1, 3. even an 
« inferiour Angel is introduced ſpeaking in 
the Name or Perſon of God; the Angel 
& food, ſaying— I will give Power unto im 
« two Witneſſes.” But it muſt be obſerved, 
that the Words, , e 5 2ywAG, and the 
__ ſtood, are not in Arethas, nor in the 
vulg. Lat. and are contrary to the general 
Reading of the Manuſcripts, as Dr. Mill tells 
us; who therefore leaves it out of his Edi- 
tion of the Teſtament. It is probable then, 
that the Perſon who gave the Reed, ſaid, 
I will give Power to my two Witneſſes, (tho? it 
might be the Voice from Heaven, C. 10. v. 8, 4.) 
But it does not appear that this Perſon was 
no more than a meer Angel. If it was the 
mighty Angel in the Srezoing Chapter, 
whoſe Face was as the Sun, and a Rainbow 
upon his Head, and who was the laſt Perſon 
who ſpake to St. John in that Chapter, he is 
believed by many to be the Son of God; 
which I eaſily aſſent to, becauſe the Rain- 
bow, which appeared about his Head, is 4 
* Token of the Covenant between God, and Noah, 


* Gen. ix. 12. 1 
| an 


ö 


\ * 
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aud every living Creatare: And therefore is a 
proper Emblem to point out him, who is 
* the Angel of the Covenant, even the Son of 
God. Neither do I remember any one In- 
ſtance in the whole Scripture beſides, by 
which it appears, that the Rainbow was on 
the Head of any other, but of the Divine 
Glory ſitting upon the Throne; which is ge-. 
nerally allowed to be the Manifeſtation of 
the Son. In this ſame Page, p. 162. the 
Dr. grants, that the Premiſes J lay down, 
and which he there enumerates, are in no 
wiſe contrary to any thing he has aſſerted: 
But then denies my Inference, namely, that 
the Son with the Father is the neceſſary Being it 
ſelf. For which he aſſigns three Reaſons; 
Firſt, Becauſe it is an expreſs Contradiction; 
that is, the Dr. conceives Being and Perſon, 
in relation to God, to be the ſame : Whence 
it is a Contradiction to affirm two Perſons to 
be one Being, or Perſon. But I have ſhewn 
in the foregoing Number, and N. 1. that 
Being and Perſon, in relation to God, are not 
the ſame; which removes the pretended 
Contradiction. Secondly, Becauſe it is con- 
trary to the Text; but this I have conſi- 
dered, N. 534. Thirdly, Becauſe it is con- 
trary to the Opinion of all the antient Fa- 
thers; for which he refers to V. 597, 616. 
in his Scripture Doctrine. As to the Firſt of 


— — 
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theſe Numbers I had made a general Re- 
mark in my firſt Anſwer, p. 75. that the 
Authorities cited under that Number ſhew- 
ed, indeed, that the Son appeared and acted 
in the Perſon and Name of the Father; but 
did not deny that he acted in his own Name 
and Perſon alſo. I add further now, that 
they ſhew indeed, that the Son was not the 
ſame Perſon with the Father: But do not 
deny, nay, rather the Writings of the ſame 
Authors ſuppoſe, that He was one Being with 
him; as will appear from a ſhort View of 
Particulars. Theoph. ad Autol. affirms, Lib. 2. 
p. 129. that the Word appeared in the Perſon 
of God the Father ; which argues a Differ- 
ence of Perſon : But yet, in the ſame Page, 
he calls him the Eternal Word, Mind, and 
Wiſdom of the Father; which are Terms, 
that, Ithink, cannot import lefs than a * Con- 
ſubſtantiality, or that He is of one undivided 
Subſtance with the Father. Trenæus fays, It 
is the Word, or Son of God, that appeared 
to the Patriarchs and ancient Saints, accord- 
ing to the Dr's Citations; and yet he ſpeaks 
of the Father, and the Word, as one Being: 
Et in quo diſtabit  Wherein, ſays he, 
Dei Verbum, imo will the Word of God, 
magis ipſe Deus cum may, rather God him- 
ſit Verbum à verbo ſelf, ſince He is the 
hominum? Lib. 2. Word, differ from the 
c. 18. — - -Word of Men? 


— 


See 


Ste N. 937. 
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See alſo c. 48; 


Juſtin Martyr ſays, It was 


not God the Father of all Things, but the 
Son, who appeared and ſpake to the Fa- 
thers; yet, notwithſtanding this Diſtinction 
of. Perſons, the Dr. does not {hew, that he 
held the Son to be of a different and ſeperate 
Subſtance from the Father: Nay, the fol- 
lowing Words rather ſhew, that he believed 
him to be of one Subſtance with the Father, 
or one Being with him; for, ſays he, 


That which was 
ſpoken to Moſes out 
of the Buſh, I am that 
I am (or, I am He 
who 18, 
Abraham, and the God 
of Jſaac, and the God 
of Jacob, and the God 
of thy Fathers, ſig- 
nifies that thoſe dead 
(Fathers) continue 
to be, and are the 
Men of Chriſt. 


the God of 


To 5 ep ο CH Gd 
Ts T9) Mwod 87 clus 
6 wv, Y Ot); ASerzus 
X, 5 Og Ioazx, x, 6 
Otc; Iaxas, x, 6 Ow 
7 r H 0s, MUQY- 
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exe Ale, 5 it) 2u- 
18 TS Xpizs . 
Apol. 2. p. 161. Edit. 
Steph. 


. 


That 1s, the Patriarchs lived to Chriſt, 


becauſe He was their God; and He was 
their God, becauſe He was 6 , * the God 
who is, or, who is Being it ſelf; by Virtue of 


* Note, Athanaſius, in his Orat. cont. Gentes, p. 40. and in 
bis Treatiſe de Incar. p. 51+ ſhews, that the Word, as He # ay, 
ſupports the Creatures £ are made i d oyTwy; and that Man 
might have been immortalized by Him, if He would have adhered 
to the Word, . | 
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which, notwithſtanding they were dead, 
He bath could, and did continue them in 
Being: Which ſhews, that He believed the 
Son to be 5 d, in his own Perſon. Now it 
being certain, that 6 @y, the God who 4s, or, 
who is being it ſelf, is but one, becauſe Being is 
but one: And the Son being affirmed by 
this Writer to be ö a», the God who , or, 
who is Being it ſelf, that is, in Union with 
the Father: It will follow, that, accordin 

to this Writer, the Son with the Father muff 


be the one neceſſary Being. St. Cyprian may 
reaſonably be ſuppoſed to have believed 
them to have been one Being, from his * Epi- 
{tle to Jubaianus, and his Treatiſe * de unit. 


Eccleſ. And || Tertullian, ** Athanaſins, and 


++ Cyril of Jeruſalem, make the whole Three 
Perſons to ſubſiſt in one undivided Subſtance, 
or Being, Theſe are the Authors cited un- 
der N.597. to whom the learned Dr. refers; 
and who rather confirm than contradict my 
Inference, that the Son with the Father is the 
neceſſary Being it ſelf. The remaining Cita- 
tions under NV. 616, relate to his being called 
an Angel. The Dr. produces one of them 
in his Anſwer, p. 163. which may ſtand for 
the reſt. 


* See firſt Anſwer, p 138, 137. [| Adv. Prax. c. 18, 13, 
2, 24, 25- ** See N. 1056. Ff Catech. 17. & 185 16. 
e holds the 64,007. Ard Catech. 16. 5. 2. the Indiviſibility, 
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The Son (fays the 
Synod of Artioch) is 
ſpoken of ſometimes 
as an Angel, ſometimes 


as Lord, ſometimes 
as God. For it is 


impious to imagine 


that the God of the 
Univerſe is called an 
Angel. But the An- 
gel of the Father is 
the Son, who him- 
{elf is Lord and God. 
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For it is written, the 
Angel of great Counſel. 

I have obſerved, NM. 534. that the Son was 
called an Angel (Malac) in two reſpects; ei- 
ther as He was ſent, or, as He is the operating 
Power of the Father in a Perſonal Subſiſtence. 
The Frſt relates to that viſible Glory, or li- 
mited Hgure, which the Word aſſumed, and 
appeared in to the Fathers, as preparative 
to his appearing and living in the Neſb; 
and which was capable of moving from one 
Place to another. The Second is the Word 
himſelf conſidered, as creating, upholding, 
and performing all things, and diſcovering 
to Men the Will of the Father. To ſay then 
that the Father aſſumed, and appeared in, 
the viſible Glory under the Character of an 
Angel, was, according to the Doctrine of the 
Antients, the ſame thing, as to fay, that 

O 4 He 
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He appeared afterwards in Fleſh, or was 
incarnate; for, according to their Reaſon- 
ings, the fame Perſon, who converſed as an 
Angel with the Patriarchs and Saints in a 
viſble Manner, became Man, and was ma- 
nifeſted in the Heſb to their Children after 
them: It was allo the ſame thing as to ſay, 
that the Father was ſent, which was to make 
him, not the Father, or a Firſt Perſon, but 
a different and ſubordinate Perſon, that 
could be ſent by him. Secondly, To ſay that 
the Father was an Angel 1n the Second Senſe, 
as it ſtands for the operating Power of the Fa- 
ther in a Perſonal Subſiſtence, is the ſame 
thing as to affirm, that He is the Son, and 
to deny that He 1s the Father; which 1s 
doubtleſs impious. But how this affects my 
Inference, that the Son with the Father is the 
neceſſary Being it ſelf, 1 cannot tell. It is 
certain, that the following Fathers, who 
2 the Son to be an Angel, and are cited 

r this purpoſe in the Scripture Doctrine, 
N. 616. ſuch as Athanaſius, Hilary, Baſil, did 
not think their aſſerting him an Angel to be 
inconſiſtent with their holding him to be of 
one * undivided Subſtance with the Father ; 
for the Son might act thro? a viſible Form, 
and declare the whole Counſel of the Fa- 
ther, and yet be ſubſtantially one with the 
Father, The Dr. grants in this ſame Page, 


o 2 9 * . : . 


* See 1056. 
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p. 163. that the Name Jehovah-is given to 
the Father and the Son; but the Scripture 
tells us, Deut. vi. 4. that Jehovah, or the 
Being meant by Jehovah, is the one and only 
God. The Father then, and the Son toge- 
ther, who are meant by the Name Jehovah, 
are the one and only God, And if Father 
and Son be the one and only God, why ſhould 
the Dr. contrary to Scripture, call the Fa- 
ther, in this Page, the one and only true God, 
in Contradiſtin lion to the Son, whom he 
calls barely the true God? For as for Self- 
exiſtence, and Supremacy, or Priority in Or- 
der, Which he makes to be the Ground of 
that Title, they are no ſubſtantial Cha- 
racters that make a Difference in the God- 
head, as has been already ſnewn, NV. 2, 340. 
Neither does it appear from Scripture, nor 
from the general Uſe of the beſt Antiquity, 
that the Terms one God have any ſuch re- 
gard to Self-exiſtence and Supremacy ; but are 
uſed in Oppoſition to falſe Gods, and exclude 
them only from the Unit) of the Godhead. 
See N. 1, 2, 3, 5, 8. If the Dr. is of Opinion, 
that the * Father only is meant by Jehovah, 
the God of the Jews, who is ſaid to be one, 
Deut. vi. 4. let it be ſuppoſed alfo that the 
Father only is meant by Jehovah, the God 
of the Fathers, who ſays, This is my Name for 
ever; and this is my Memorial unto all Gene- 


— 


— 


* See his Reply, N. 3. 
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rations, Exod. iii. 15. that is, a Name, and 
Memorial, that diſtinguiſhes him from all 
others. But Fehovah is the Name and Me- 
morial of the Son, no leſs than of the Fa- 
ther, NM 534. Fehovah theh is not the diſtin- 
guiſhing Name of the Father. But it is cer- 
tainly the diſtinguiſhing Name of the God 
meant by Fehovah. Jehovah therefore, the 
God of the Fathers, whoſe Name and Memorial, 
the Term Jehovah is, cannot be the Father 
only, but is the Father and Son together, 
And if Jehovah, the God of the Fathers, be the 
Father and Son together, in Exod. iii. Why 
ſhould not Jehovah, the God of the Fews, 
be the Father and Son together, in Deut. 6 ? 
The Father then, and Son together, are the 
one and only true God, and, by Conſequence, 
one Being; the one true God being but one 
Being. But the learned Dr. ſays, p. 163,164, 
That in the New Teſtament, where Chriſt 
b appears in his own Perſon, that Name, 

* meaning Jehovah—— is never given to 
< Him.” For an Anſwer to which, con- 
ſider N. 534. both in this, and in my firſt 
Anſwer. As for the Dr's Remark, that 
* is the rendring of Adonai, which with 
Elobiym is always read and tranſlated by the 
Septuagint inſtead of Jehovah, I refer the 
Reader to Pearſon on the Creed, p. 146. of 
the Ninth Edition: Where he will find both 
the Remark it ſelf, and a learned and full 
Anſwer to it. Part of my Reaſoning, 9 
the 
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the Dr. repeats, p. 164. is unintelligible to 
him as he declares, and therefore I can ex- 
pe& no Reply to be made to it. That the 
Conſequence of Philo's Poſition is, that the 
Father, and the Word, were the one Object of 
Jewiſh Worſhip, will, I think, clearly” ap- 
pear to any one, who reviſes my Reaſoning, 
2-79,80. of my firſt Anſwer. The Dr. con- 
feſſes, p. 165. towards the End, as he did 
before, that the Son is, True God, by ha- 
“ ving true Divinity and Dominion com- 
« municated to him from the Father.” Burt 
will not tell us, whether this true Divinity 
be founded upon a Communication of the 
Subſtance of the Father, or not; or, how 
it can be true Divinity without it. 


DCXXII, DCXXIII. Rom, xiv. 9, re, 
IT, 12, Oc. For to this End Chriſt both 
died, and roſe, and revived, that He might 
be Lord (xeon) both of the Dead and 
Living, 


The Dr, cannot deny, but muſt confeſs, 
That every Knee ſhall bow to Jeſus; and every 
Tongue confeſs, that He is * Lord, Phil. ii. 10, 11. 
It is plain alſo from Ja, xlv. 23. that to the 
ſame Being, to whom the Knee ſhall bow, 
the Tongue alſo ſhall confeſs. But the Be- 
ing, to whom the Knee {hall bow, 1s Chriſt 


* Probably Jehoyah, See the following Note. 


Phil. 
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Phil. ii. 10. and to whom the Tongue ſhall 
cConfeſs, is * God, Rom. xiv. 11. Why then 
E ſhould I be blamed for making the Infer- 
ence, which the plain Letter of Scripture 
leads me to, that Chriſt is the God to mhom 
every Mues ſhall bow, every Tongue confeſs? 
How does this make the Son and the Fa- 
ther one Perſon ? Does not Irenæus make him 
the Lord God, to whom every Knee {hall 
bow? And does the Dr. charge him with 
confounding Perſons? No, certainly. But 
what appears very ſtrange, he ſays the Paſ- 
ſage: out of him is direcilh againſt me, with- 
out telling me wherein the Contrariety con- 
fiſts; excepting, that he interprets the Paſ- 
ſage in ſuch a Manner, as if Ireneus had 
faid, That the Son was Lord God according to 
the +. good Pleaſure, 'of the inviſible Father: 
Whereas I interpret jt {o as if he had ſaid, 
That. every Kyee might bow, according to the 
ood Pleaſure of the inviſible Father, to Chriſt 
70 our Lord and God; which, I think, agrees 
tter with the Doctrine of Irenæus, who 
makes the Son to be || ſubſtantially, and 
I co-eternally one with the Father, and con- 
ſequently God by Nature, or Subſtance, | 
grant then with the Dr. that giving Account 
zo Chriſt, is the ſame thing as giving Account 


* Jehovah, Iſa. xlv. 24. from the Beginning of which Verſe it 
is taken by the Septuagint, and tranſlated de, M. Alex. 

+ See what I have ſaid on this Point, N. 411. Lib. 2. 
c. 18, 48. N. 1 8, n Lib. 2. c. 18, 43. N. 8. 


to 
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to God the Father. But I further affirm, 
that giving Account to Chriſt, is giving Ac- 
count to God the Son; and believe alſo, ac- 
cording to the foregoing Reaſoning, that 
God the Son, in Union with the Pather, is 
the * God, to whom every Knee ſhall bow, and 
every Tongue confeſs, v. 11. Rom. xiv. if then 
God abſolutely uſed, v.11. be the Son in 
Union with the Father, which is agreeable 
to my Obſervations, V. 538. Why may not 
+ God, v. 3. comprehend them both after 
the ſame Manner ? And why may not the 
two Perſons implied here, be explicitly men- 
tioned, c. 15. v.7? The Term God fignify- 
ing the Father and the Son in the former 
Paſſage, and the Father only in the latter, 
according to my Obſervations, N. 538. As 
for v. 6. if my Remark on that Text does 
not render it probable, that the Son is com- 
prehended in the Name God, the Reader is 
at liberty to underſtand it as he pleafes; it 
being ſufficiently evident from what has 
been ſaid, that the Son 1s called God, or 
Jehovah, in this Chapter. 


DCLXII. Heb. xiii. 8. Jeſus Chriſt, the 
ſame Teſterday, and to Day, and for ever; 


* H wivJor rea, watlveia & F wovoſerss St d- 
ene 70 .O. Theod. in Loc. F Note, Theophyl. 
underſtands it of C brift, Ti Toivuv "rune as vous exiſn, as 
„ dur 0 Kerns #xa wy 3 Why doſt thou diſpute with him 
about the Law, when Chriſt hath juſtified Zim ? In Loc. 


* 
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or rather, Teſterday, and to Day, and for 
ever He. * | 
The learned Dr. p. 169. ſuppoſes, that 
this is my P 4“ Imitate your own 
« Paſtors, becauſe the Perſon of Chriſt is 
always the ſame.” And asks me, Where 
now is the Force of this Argument?“ 
But if the Dr. pleaſes to review my Words, 
he will find the Force of my Reaſoning to 
be this, which I wonder could be miſtaken, 
ſince it is { plain, namely, Jeſus Chriſt, 
who is He, or a Divine Being without Be- 
ginning, and without End, or God Eternal, 
is the Object of the Faith of your Paſtors, 
which they conſtantly do, and have adhered 
to; it is your Duty to imitate your Paſtors in 
all things neceſſary to your Salvation; it is 
your Duty therefore to follow them in be- 
ieving in, and conſtantly adhering to, Je- 
ſus Chriſt; who is not a created and mu- 
table Being, capable of failing in his own 
Perſon, and of diſappointing your Expecta- 
tions: But is He, or God, eternally and immu- 
tably the ſame, who can never diſappoint you. 
Which I deſire may be once more compared 
with the Dr's Interpretation, who makes 
Jeſus Chriſt, the ſame Yeſterday, and to Day, 
and for ever, to mean no more, than that 
the Doctrine of Chriſt is alway one and the ſame, 


and 


— nn ton — — 
* Note, The following Authors underſtand the Text of the 
Perſon of Chriſt, and nut of bis Doctrine. Chriſoſt. — 
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and cannot be changed by Men. To their Faith 
in Chrift, and Perſeverance in the ſame," by 
which alone they are juſtified, the Apoſtle 
oppoſes the Works of the Law, warning 

them not to be drawn afide by the Do- 
Arines, that enforce them, as if doing thoſe 
Works, and not Faith in Chriſt, was the 
proper Means of W them righteous. 
Be not carried about, ſays he, with divers and 
ſtrange Doctrines: For it is a good thing that the 
Heart be eſtabliſhed with Grace, not with Meats, 
which have not profited them that have been oc- 
capied therein, v. 9. which compare with 
6.9. v. 9, 10. The Dr. p. 170. makes his 
Remarks upon my rendring the Words thus, 
Jeſus Chriſt, Teſfterday, and to Day, and for 
ever He; and allows not the Authority of 
the Cabaliſtic Fews, who placed wn He, 
among the Divines Names. Now tho? they 
may be good Witneſſes of the Meaning of 
a Word, notwithſtanding their Myſtical and 
Cabaliftic Genius, yet I will produce at pre- 
ſent more ſober Authority to juſtify that 
Obſervation, I mean, the Miſchna; which 
none will condema for Conn the Phren- 
wes of a Myſtical Imagination, being that, 
which the Fews receive as the Body of their 


— 


„ —. 


Athanaſ. Orat. 1. cont. Ar. 5 36. & Alib. Greg. Naziane, 
Orat. 38. p. 613. Ambroſ. Lib. 5. de Fid. c. 2. Cyril. de rea 
Fid. ad Regin. p. 74. Methodius ſ-emr plainly to allude to 
the Paſſage, when be ſays of Chriſt, 3) a's aun, de Caſt 


p. 387. 
Law. 
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Law. In this Work the following Words, 
O Lord, (Jehovah) ſave nom, Pſal. cxviii. 25. 
are paraphraſed thus, wn 8, I and He ſave 
nom. Vol. 2. p. 274. F. 5. Edit. Surenhauſ. 
where I and He are put in the Place of Je- 
hovah, and probably reſpe& Deut. xxxii. 39. 
See now that I, even I am He. See the Note 
of Maimon. on the Place. But the Dr. ſays, 
& 'That the Words of the Original cannot 
« bear my Tranſlation : For the Word is 
4 not, eulog, He, but, 6 dul%, the fame.” 
I muſt obſerve, that it is not certain, that 
the Greek is the Original Language of this Epi- 
ſtle. Clem. Alexand. and other learned An- 
tients ſay, It was written in Hebrew. And 
if ſo, we need not doubt but the Original 
Word rendered 6 2v1o;, was men, as it is, 
c. 1. v. 12. Which ſignifies He; and is a 
plied, in an emphatical Senſe, to the God of 
the Jews, as being He who is God, or, the true 
God. In which Senſe it is taken by the 
Chala, Paraphraſt, who renders N and He, 
Fſal. Ixxxvli. 5. by Rn NIR, and God 
He, &c. And in Ja. xliii. 10. I am He, is 
explained, v. 11. by I am Jehovah; and 
v. 12. by, Iam God, El; as if Hu, Jehovah, 
and El, were Terms of the ſame Impor. 
tance. Our Tranſlators generally render it 
He in the emphatic Senſe, as Deut. xxxii. 39. 
Iſa. xli. 4. xliii. 10, 13. xlviii. 12. Jer. xiv. 22. 

he Septuagint render it ſimply 216; with- 
Out the Article in Jer. xiv. 22. C ov & dds ; 

an 


— 
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and the: Tranſlator into the Vulgar Latin, 
renders it, Heb, xiii. 8. ipſe, as I do. If then 
we conſider the Gree: only, the Dr's Re- 
mark is good, and, 6 e/&, ought to be ren- 
dered the ſame; but if we conlider the Ori- 

inal Hebrew, which is m, the Meaning 
is, as the Vulgar has it, and I render it, He, 
in an emphatical Senſe, or, Fehovzh,--the 
true God. This will 3 my rendring xy 
6 avl%g & in the two Paſſages taken out of 
Origen, by, but thou art He, according to the 
Original Hebrew, m AR), Pſal. cii. 27. 
which Arias Montanus, and Pagninus ren- 


der, the firſt, £9 tu ipſe: The latter, ta au- 


tem ipſe. The Reaſon why the Septuagint 
render m by 6 ade here, is, becauſe 
God is ſpoken of principally in relation to 
his Eternity and Immutability, being oppoſed 
to the Things that periſh, wax old, and are 
changed. However, it is not their Cuſtom 
in other Places to tranſlate the Name, or 
Pronoun n, by a Term expreſſing the 
Attribute, which is particularly treated of in 
that Place, or in relation to which God is 
particularly conſidered and ſpoken of in the 
Context: As for Inſtance, God calls himſelf 
He, in reſpect of the Truth of his Godhead, 
and his Almighty Power, Deut. xxxii. 39. 
and in reſpect of his Raomledge, Power, and 
Eternity, Iſa. xliii. 10. and of his Power alone, 
Jer. xiv. 22. and of his Power and Eternity 
together, Iſa. xli. 4. - the Septuagint do 

nor 


— » TY 
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not render, I am He, by any other Terms, 
than by iyw dw only. „ thou art * He, 
by any other Terms, than by ov & ad; ſim- 
ply, without an Article, as Jerem. xiv. 22. 
And thus here, in Pſal. cii. 27. inſtead of, 
Ev 5 6 dude &, but thou art the ſame , the 
— have rendered the + Original, 89 5 
& auldg, but thou art He, as a more compre- 
henſive Tranſlation, expreſſing, not his Eter- 
nity and Immutability only, but himſelf as 
Goa, or, his very Godhead : And conſequent- 
ly all the Divine Attributes contained in it. 
So that, I hope, from all thefe Confidera- 
tions, it will appear, that not a bare Defect 
of Skill, in the Greek Language; but a due 
Regard alſo to the Hebrew Original, was the 
Cauſe of my tranſlating 2 5 6 du/t; &, by, 
but thou art He. | 


DCCLXXIII. 


The learned Dr. occaſionally mentions 
under this Number, Matt. xix. 17. There is 
none good but One, that is, God. For the true 


3 of which, I refer the Reader to 
IV. I. 


DCCCXXX. John xiv. 28. My Father is 
greater than J. 


_ 


n 


Nrn. Nm NR 


of the T&xinity Continued, 211 


I had faid, That the Father Is greater, as 
He is Father: But that the Divine Nature 
(or Subſtance) is the ſame in both. The 
Dr's Remark is, „That it I ſpeak con- 
« ſiſtently, I muſt be underſtood to mean fo 
« the /ame, as that which is derived can be 
& the ſame with that which is anderived; 
« and that which 1s begotten can be the ſame 
& with that which is anbegotteu.“ Which I 
readily agree to. But then, as anderived 
and unbegotten are Negative Characters, and 
derived and begotten are poſitive Characters, 
neither of them affecting the Subſtance of 
the Perſons ; but relating to the Manner of 
their having their Subliſtence, the Subſtance 
of the Son, derived from the Father without 
Seperation, may be inſeperably the ſame with 
the Subſtance of the Father, 


DCCCCXXXIV. 


The Dr. here accuſes me again of great 
Darkneſs and Obſcarity ; which I am ſorry 
for, deſigning to be underſtood when I wrote 
thoſe Pages: And intending to go no far- 
ther in explaining the Manner of Chrilt's di- 
veſting himſelf of his former Glory, than 
was conſiſtent with the Scriptures, the Ana- 
logy of Faith, and the ſober Sentiments of 
the ancient Chriſtians; which, I hope, I 
have obſerved, eſpecially, ſince the Dr. 
makes no particular Objection to me. 

P 2 DCCCC- 
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DCCCCXXXVII. Coloff. i. 15. Who # 
the Image of the Inviſible God, the Firſt 


Horn of every Creature. 


Here again my Notions are unintelligible 
to the Dr. and, as he ſays, out of certain 
Myſtical Authors. But who theſe are I can- 
not tell: Except ſome of the molt celebrated 
Drs. of the Church come under that Name. 
This learned Gentleman is ſo kind as to give 
two or three Inſtances of them; which, as he 
tranſcribed, ſo ſhall conſider, for the Reader's 
Satisfattion. * The firſt Paſſage he brings, is 
out of p. 105, 106. of my firſt Aniwer : 
Where I affirm, “ That ſome of the An- 
« tients thought, that David fpoke of the 
„Production of the Son in the following 
« Words, P/al. xlv. 1. My Heart is inditing a 
« good Matter, or a good Word.” Now theſe 
Antients are Tertull, adv. Hermog. c. 18. 
Novat. de Irin. c. 23. Cyprian. adv. Jud. 
Lib. 2. d. 3. Many Chriſtians in Origen's 
Time, Comment. in Joan. p. 43. Euſeb. Dem. 
Evang. Lib. 4. c. 1 5. tho? he is of a different 
Opinion in his Comment upon the Pſalm. 
Athanaſ. de Decret. Nic. Syn. F. 21. with 
other noted Writers. From this Premiſe I 
infer, „That if their Interpretation be 
« true, David conſidered the Son as Light of 
& Light, or, as the Mord and Truth conceived 
in the Mind, or Heart, of the Father; 55 

| | « 10 
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& ſo the Heart is uſed for the Principle of * 
« Thought by the Jewiſh Writers, Se. 


Where I do not affirm the Truth of this In- 
terpretation, but ſhew, what Sentiments 
theſe ancient Fathers had themſelves, and 
what Notions their Interpretation ſuppoſes 
the Holy Ghoſt to have conveyed, and Da- 
vid to have received in Writing this Pſalm, 
(if he underſtood the full Import of that 
which he wrote,) concerning the Generation 
of the Son, when they conceived him to have 
repreſented it by the Conception of a Thought 
in the Mind of the Speaker. That 1s, it ap- 
pears to me, that they looked upon the Sox 
to be as nearly related to the Father, as a 
* Thought is to the Mind of the Speaker. Again, 
Ifay, “ That when the Scriptures ſpeak of 
« him as the proper Son of God ( Pls vs, 
„Rom, viii. 32.) Who is his proper Father, 
„ rale if, John v. 18.) it may reaſona- 
« bly be concluded, that the Sacred Wri- 
e ters conſidered him as the Fruit of the 
« whole Perſon and Nature of the Father,” 
ſo far as it is communicable. For to what 
Purpoſe are the Terms proper Son uſed, but 
to inſtruct us, that there is at leaſt as near 


a relation between God and his Word, as 


there is between a Father and his Son? 
Eſpecially, fince nothing can be clearly 


— — 
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brought out of the Sacred Writings, and no 
certain and infallible Evidence can be given 
concerning his Divinity, that ſets this Rela- 
tion at a greater Diſtance, or ſhews it to be 
impoſſible. And if the Sacred Writers in- 
tended to teach us this Relation, and ſuch 
Relation always ſuppoſes, that the Son is 
the Fruit of the whole Perſon of the Father : 
Can it be unreaſonable to infer, #4 That the 
* Sacred Writers conſidered him as proceed- 
ing from the whale * Perſon of the Father, 
* when they call him the proper Son of God; 


cor, as receiving from him his Nature 


* and Attributes, ſo far as they are com- 
“ municable ? The Dr. makes a Marginal 
Note upon my calling the Son a Being; 
& Yet generally our Author, fays he, does 
4 not allow the Son to: be a Being.“ Con- 
cerning which, ſee N. 597, Upon my ar- 
guing, p. 107“ That as the Son proceeds 
from the || whole Glory of the Father in 


— — —n 


* *Oxoy DC Tay, ſays Symbol. Lucian. Martyr. & concil. 
Antioch. ad Enczn. vocat. apud Athanaſ. de Synod. Arim. & 
Seleuc. p. 735, 736. apud Socrat. Lib. 2. 6. 10. Sozom. Lib. 3. 
c. 7 & Hil. de Synod. Ex toto Patre, totus Filius natus e 
Hil. de Trin. Lib. 4 K col 2. Edit. Paris, 1572. Qcnse 
S εαοhLjH . Ne guete F Tldlegs fxamawer3rons 

vim. Baſil, adv. Eunom. Lib. 2. p. 4. 

+ Quicquid eſt in Batre, ad Filium transfivit. Lactant. Lib. 4. 
c. 29. i | 

Abe x5 de Us zaun Seinvym + Hrięg, YE Gals 
ws r En amwvyacnis, Baſil. adv. Eunom. Lib. 2+ P- 54 
Nay, Origen himſelf ſpeaks of the Son, as oe eixova F 


« the 


dogs dg. Cont, Cell. p. 323. 
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< the Character of Light: So He proceeds 
from the whole Holineſs of the Father, in 
« the Character of Hoh, c. and is the 
Fruit of his whole Nature, ſo far, as it is 
communicable; the Dr. makes the following 
Remark : © Here he talks as if every one 
« of the Artributes of God were real Bein 
4 or Parts of the Divine Subſtance.” The 
learned Dr. very well knows, that our Un- 
ſtandings are ſo limited, that it is neceſſary, 
that things, which are ſimple in themſelves, 
be conſidered under different Views to be 
 eomprehended by us. Thus God, who is 
one ſimple Eſſence and Being, has different 
Denominations according to the different 
Regards, which He is conſidered in by us. 
As He performs his Word, and is really the 
Being, which He declares himſelf to be, we 
denominate him True. As He rewards 
Vertue, and puniſhes Vice, He is named 
Fuſt. As He does what He pleaſes in cre- 
ating, ſupporting, and governing the World, 
He is called Mrghty, Oc. The Meaning 
then of my Words is plainly this; That the 
Son receives the Subſt auce of the Father in 
ſuch Fulneſs, that He is known to his 
Creatures after the ſame Manner, ſo far 
as is poſſible, as the Father is known; the 
Father being manifeſted in the Son. And, 
conſequently, that He receives the ſame 
Denominations of Juſt, Holy, Trae, &c. p. 177. 
The Dr. calls Athenagoras, Theophilus, and 
P 4 Tatian, 


7 4 4 
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Tatian, the ancient Founders of Sabellianiſm. 
Euſebius was of a different Mind in relation 
to Theophilus ; for in ſpeaking of Him, Ire- 
neus, and others, He gives this ſumma 
[Teſtimony of the Soundneſs of their Wri- 
tings: 8 | 4 » of 
, &; ud, *  WhoſeOrthodoxy, 
&moz0Anns meg or and found Faith, ac- 
eg n N bes mgzes COrding to Apoſtolic 
Fe xer3nte e- Tradition, is tranſ- 
Dod\ptiz. L. 4. c. 21. mitted to us in their 
Le eig. 
An Argument, that the Notions of Theo- 
philus, concerning the Son, had another Ap- 
pearance with that learned Father, tlian 
they have with the Dr. Euſebius, indeed, 
finds Fault with * Marcellus for the ſame 
Expreſſions, that were uſed by Theophilus ; 
but he did it, probably, becauſe Marcellus 
had faſhioned and adapted them to his own 
Hypotheſis : Which is further credible, be- 
cauſe the like Style, which is condemned in 
+ Marcellus, aſſes uncenſured, or, is rather 
approved of by this learned Writer, in the Ac- 
count which he gives of Conſtantine's Reaſon- 
ing in the VNicene Council; which ſhews, that 
he underſtood the Words in an Orthodox 


8 — 
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* Ne Eccleſ. Theol. Lib. 2. c. 11. + Ibid. Aurdh⁰ ml 
Tlatjei 0 & Ab) — bree, als + Oed i) + Aby, 
Marcell. Hel, ery warnbnva, dv ny © Tlelet 
#40 vii cs Conſtant. vid. Epiſt. Euſch. 

Iheod. Lib, 1. c. 11. Eccleſ. Hiſt. 


ad Cæſar. apud 
Senſe, 
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Senſe, or what he thought to be ſo, when they 
were uſed by the Emperor. After the like 
Manner, the Council of Sirmium condemns 
the following Terms, &94.9:)o 7 eo muy 
Ab; which, nevertheleſs, came under the 
general Character of Orthodoxy given to The- 
ophilus in the forementioned Paſſage of Eu- 
ſebius. And the Reaſon is plain; Theophilus 
meant a Divine Perſon diſtinct from the Fa- 
ther, whoſe Exiſtence. he conſidered in a 
twofold Reſpect, as He is Aly tile 
d&, the Eternal Perſonal Word of the Fa- 
ther: And as He is AC c , the 
creating Principle, or Cauſe of all Things. 
Whereas thoſe, who are condemned by the 
Synod, are underſtood to have taught, that 
the Word was no more a diſtinct Perſon from 
the Father, than the Thought of a Man, 
expreſſed by his Word, is a different Perſon 
from the Man expreſling it; for that this 
was the Notion condemned by the Council, 
we are told by Hilary, in his Comment upon 
the Clauſe. The Sentiments of Athenagoras, 
in this particular, are the ſame with Theo- 
philuss ; and therefore could no more have 
been condemned by Euſebius, had he ſpoken 
of his Writings, than thoſe of Theophilus, 
whoſe Books to Autolycus he particularly 
mentions, without any Cenſure paſſed upon 
the Doctrines contained in them, Lib. 4. 
c. 24. The ſame Euſebius makes Tatian a 
joynt Witneſs ot the Divinity of Chriſt with 
0 | Tuſtin, 
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e may be f oſed 
as Ortbedas is 
reſt. 

Ab 8 Id x, 
MIA, * Tanavs, 
far TmAGvev, G of 
e&ras Yuroary 6 
Xe ted. L. 5. c. 28. 
_ Hiſt. 


Jaſtin, * and Clement; and there- 


to have judged him 


Article, as any 2 the 


I mean Juſtin, and 
Miltiades, and Tatian, 
and Clement, and ma- 
ny others,in all whoſe 
Writings Chriſt is de- 
clared to be God. 


he makes mention of his Diſcourſe 

_—T the Greeks as a celebrated Piece, 
one giving us the leaſt Hint that it was 
any ways heterodox 1n relation to the Point 


of the Divinity of the Son; which, 
bly, he would have done, had he ju 


roba- 
ged it 


faulty 1 in ſo momentous an Article. 


N (cus e wv) 


rap rA Able 
pai S ofs 
aurs Alge 6 s N- 
Auwvay— os ** x, > hae 7 * 


ves: lutud ror ED AY 
ry dr KARATE Te 


2, wprApuoTalos 24 
*. ib. 4. c. 29. 


Among whoſe Wri- 
tings (ſays he) that, 
which is moſt taken 


Notice of, is his ce- 
lebrated Diſcourſe a- 


gainſt the Greeks — 
which ſeems to be 
the beſt and moſt uſe- 
ful of all his Wri- 


tings. 


We may therefore fairly conclude, that 


theſe Fathers neither were, nor would ever 
have been, cenſured, as the Founders of Sa- 
bella, by the learned Enſebius ; and, 1 

think, 
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think, if they could eſcape him, they may 
very well be ſpared by any Orthodox Wri- 
ter among the Moderns. The learned Dr. 
having put down, p. 177. the Doctrine I 
collected out of Athenagoras, and Theophilus, 
makes the two following Remarks, “ Either 
« the Term Abhoe, the Word, ſignifies, in 
« Scripture, that Athos, which is firſt e' - 
« Yeo, and then ne opoe , the internal Rea- 
« ſox of God, (I ſuppoſe the Dr. means the 
« Attribute, or, what we call the Faculty of 
4 Reaſon,) and his external Nord (ſpoken forth, 
« repreſented only figuratively as a Per- 
& fon.”—— (Which Meaning, as the Dr. 
juſtly condemns; ſo can it not be charged 
upon the Writings of theſe Fathers.) © Or 
« elſe, on the other Side, the Term AH, 
« the Word, ſignifies, in Scripture, à real Di- 
« vine Perſon —— re only figura- 
&« tively, as the Mord, or Wiſdom of the Fa- 
& ther.” That the Word ſignifies, in Scrip- 
ture, a real Divine Perſon, is yadoubredly 
true: In which Senſe it is uſed by the fore- 
mentioned Writers, and cannot ſtand for the 
internal Reajon of the Father, or, the Attri- 
bute of Reaſon: Nor for his eternal Word 
ſpoken forth, conſidered as a Sound. In 
neither of which Senſes, theſe learned An- 
tients uſed the Terms A e ere and 
Te Re lebe, as I have obterved before, not- 
withſtanding what the learned Dr. affirms, 
5. 179. Secondly, It is undoubtedly true _ 


bs 


4 o 4 oy $ LY * b 3 N . 
* * ia W__ 
. * 
* „ 1 
= 


220. The True Scripture Doctrine 


that the Term Word, or Wiſdom, is attribu- 
ted to the Son in a figurative Senſe, if it be 
compared with the Ule of the ſame Term in 
relation to the Thoughts and Words of a created 
Agent. Thirdly, Notwithſtanding all this, 
it appears to have: been the Opinion of theſe 
Fathers, that the Term Word was given to 
the Son in the Holy Scriptures to inſtruct the 
Readers, that the Relation of the Son to the 
Father was, ſo far as poſſible, like that of 
the Thoughts to the Mind; for they expreſs 
the former by the latter Relation. They 
ſpeak of the Father, as a Mind : Of the Son, 
as the * Thoaghts of that Mind in a Perſonal 
Subſiſtence. And therefore may fairly be 
judged to have looked upon the Son, tho? 
a diſt inct Perſon from the Father, to be no 
more divided from him, than the Thoughts 
from the Mind; to be no more a diſtin& and 
ſeperate Subſtance from the Father, than 
the Thowghts are a Subſtance ſeperated from 
the Mind. And to be as truly + begotten of 
the Father, as the Thoughts are produced and 
formed in the Mind, Whether this be a pro- 
per Explication of the Doctrine of St. John 
concerning the Word, is not the Matter at 
preſent in Diſpute ; But whether this Expli- 
catiqn does not infer, that the Perſons uſing 


pt =. Cogitatio enim ejus Logos. Iren. Lib 2. c. 48. 

Fre Sei Aber + Eg aurig, di, mils & avaraTa mr 
; e Sbmres Jeanrnfelroy. Euſcb. Orat. p. 643. . See. alſo 
. | P- 39. * | | | — 
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it were of Opinion, that the Son was conſub- 
ſtantial with the Father; and if it does, 
whether it can be ſuppoſed they would have 
given an Explication ſo clearly inferring the 
Conſubſtantiality of the Son, if the Doctrine 
of the Conſubſtantiality were contrary to the 
Belief and Sentiments of the Church in the 
Age they wrote in; or, if it were contrary, 
whether their Writings would not have been 
cenſured by the learned Drs. of their own 
Times; whether ſuch a Cenſure could have 
eſcaped the Knowledge of the learned Exſe- 
bius; and whether Euſebius himſelf would 
not have condemned them in this particu- 
lar. As for confounding that which is li- 
teral with the figurative, and the figurative 
with the literal: If it ſhould prove true, it 
does not affect me, who gave only a ſhort 
Extract out of the Writings of thoſe Fathers, 
to ſhew, that they held the Perſonal Ex- 
iſtence of the Son with the Father from all 
Eternity. But ſays the learned Dr. p. 179. 
&« Chriſt is called the Power and Righteonſnefs 
« (or Mercy) of God And the fame Au- 
e thors might have argued that the Son 
« of God is literally that Attribute which is 
« called the Power, and that Attribute which 
« js called the Mercy of God.” In like manner, 
as they argue, that He is literally the Ræaſon, 
or Wiſdom of the Father. But I have already 
obſerved, that they do not hold the Son to 
be the Attribute, or Faculty of Reaſen; net- 


ther 
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ther do they hold him to be the Wiſdom be- 
getting, or the Father: But the Wiſdom be. 
atten, or the Son; that is, Light of Light. 
like manner may the Son be ſaid to be 
the Power of God, and the Righteouſneſs of 
God : That is, not the Attributes of the Fa- 
ther ſo called; but the begotten Power, and the 
begotten Righteouſneſs. For the Divine Sub- 
ſtance communicated to the Son admits of 
the ſame Appellations of 7 Powerful, and 
Righteous : Or, in the Abſtract, of Wiſdom, 
Power, and Righteouſneſs, as it does in the 
Perſon of the Father. So that ſome of the 
Antients never ſcrupled to ſpeak of the Son 
in that Abſtract manner. Cyprian calls him, 
Innocentia ipſa, & ipſa Juſtitia—— Veritas, 
de bona 42 % 213. Ed. Oxon. And, Vir- 


tus Dei, ratio, ſapientia ejus & Gloria. de Idul. 
Van. 2 15. Edit. Oxov. Irenzus, Incorrup- 
tela, & Immortalitas, Lib. 3. c. 21. Origen, 
O durmAer, d dulonnpia, & i dumanfvua, 
cont. Celſ. Lib. 3. p. 135. Lib. 6. p. 319. 
And, *Aured\xzaj20urny p- 309. He ſays alſo, 
O Ewrhe huay & hat our Saviour 
Auel wer Srccypatoc, does not partake of 
Frxaugatrn 7) av periye Righteouſneſs, but be- 
1ay ors I Stair. Lib, ing himſelf Righteouſ- 
p- 320. zeſs, is partaken of 
by the Righteous. 


p” A. * _— tet — 


— 1 * — 


* See the libe Ahſtrad Terms attributed to God the Fa- 
ther, Epiſt. 35. p. 111. | 


Lattantins 
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Lactantius ſays, Ipſe Virtus, & ipſe Juſti- 
tia eff, Lib. 4. c. 16. And Clem. Alexan« 
drinus calls him, Ava mere py, Lib. 7. 
p. 704. that is, He is called, Innocency it 
ſelf, Righteouſneſs it ſelf, Truth it ſelf, the 
Power of God, or the Paternal Power, Rea- 
ſon, or the Word it ſelf, Wiſdom it ſelf, the 
Glory of God. All which Appellations, I 
conceive, do not barely. ſhew, that He is 
that Divine Perſon, by whom all theſe At- 
tributes are manifeſted to the Creature, but 
that alſo He ſubſiſts in that very Su 
which is really one with all theſe Attriþutes; 
and, by reaſon of which, He may be ab- 
ſtractedly named by any one of them. As 
for what is meant, when it is ſaid, that the 
Father, confidered diſtinctly without the 
Son, would be d it is not that the At- 
tribute of Reaſon, or rational Power, would 
be ſeperated from the Father: But the be- 
gotten Logos, or Wiſdom only. | 


The 
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The Doctrine of. the fo regoing Chap- 
ter may be ſi ummed up 7 m the fol 
Towing Arti cles. 


S & 


2 H AT the Son! is Lord God i in | his own 
Perſon, N. 534, 623. 


4 * hat Lord, or Fe owah, is a N nike expreſ- 


ſing the Divine Subſtance; which is one, 
NM. 534. or individually one, N. 595. and 
— appropriated to the God of the Jews, 
59 
Abit the Son therefore with the Father 
ſubſiſts in the Divine Subſtance, which is 
individually one, N. 595, 597. and is on 
wirh the God of the Jem, N. 595. 
That the Son was comprehended in the 
one Lord God of the Jems, N. 534; 580. 
That the Father, and Son, are under- 
ſtood 8 the ſame individual Term God, 
N. 
"Phat the Name of the Father, and the 
Son, into which the Church is baptized, 


is the healing and regenerating Power of 


the Father, and the Son, N. 597. 

That 6 i does not relate to Perſon, but to 
God, Oeds, N. 597. 

That 6 d is the God who is Being, who 1s 
individually one, N. 597- 


That 
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That the Son is 6», N. 597. 

That therefore the Son with the Father 
is the God, who is individually one Being, 
N. 5977 616. e | | | 

That therefore individual intelligent Be- 
ing and Perſon, are not Terms of the ſame 
Meaning, N. 597. 

That the Son is the Angel of the Father, 
and in what reſpect, NV. 534, 616. 

That the Name Jehovah is appropriated 
to the one and only God; and, conſequent- 
ly, the Father and the Son, who are Je- 
hovah, are the one and only God, N. 595, 
616. | 
That the Son with the Father is He, or 
God eternally and immutably the fame, 
N. 662. | 
That the AC *Exdidf:1os,. and Te gpopreds, 
is the one Eternally, Exiſting, and Perſonal 
Word of the Father, conſidered in a two- 
fold Reſpect, NV. 937. 
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CHAP. III. 
Of the HOLY GHOST. 


UKE iv. 18. The Spirit 
fall of the Lord is upon me, be- 
Al cauſe He hath anointed me 
0 preach the Goſpel to the 


Poor. 


I The Streſs which I lay upon eum, does not 
1 certainly relate to the Greet, as the Dr. juſt- 
3 ly obſerves: But may ſerve to ſhew in what 
Senſe the Tranſlator, of almoſt as great An- 
tiquity as the Author himſelf, underſtood 
the Paſſage ; who may be ſuppoſed to refer 
eum rather to alpur@., which he renders 


by a Maſculine, than to AS, which he 
renders by a Neuter. 


3 MLVI. Acts xxviii. 25, 26, 27. Well ſpake 
$3 the Holy Ghoſt by Iſaiah the Prophet unto 
our Fathers, ſaying, Go unto this People, 
and ſay, &C.— and I ſhould heal them. 


The 
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The learned Dr. 1 192. ſays, „ Th f 
A r Revelation of tlie Gol, % 
« ſaw God fitting upon the Thr, e df his 
« Glory, -and heard Pin ſaying!" Go, Kc. 
1 vi. 1, 9. I ſhoold*bBe glad to be in- 
ormed, whether the God ſitting upon the 
Throne, and ſpeaking, be judged by the Dr. 
to be the Father exclaſive of the Spirit, or in- 
cluſive. If He be the Father excluſive of the 
Spirit, how could the Apoſtle, who refers to 
this Place, ſay, That the Holy Ghoſt ſpake, 
when it appears from the Place it ſelf, that 
none is ſaid to have ſpoken, but the God ſit- 
ting 15 the Throne, who is ſuppoſed to be 
the Father excluſive of the Spirit. If it be 
the Father incluſive of the Spirit, as it muſt 
needs be to make good the Words of the 
Apoſtle, who affirms, that the Spirit ſpake ; 
then muſt the Spirit be included in the Term 
God, and in the viſible Glory. which is deno- 
minated God. Which is the Thing J con- 
tend for; having ſhewn, that the viſible 
* Glory, is called by the Name of the + Holy 


be. Ghoſts, 


*+ I will add a Remark or two to thoſe in my firſt Anſwer. 
Aben Ezra upon the following Words, They vexed his Holy Spi- 
rit, Iſa, Ixiii. 10. Says, There be ſome who ſay, that his Holy 
Spirit is the Angel of Glory. And upon the Words, Where is 
He that put his Holy Spirit in the midſt of Him, v.11. He 
ſays, There be ſome who underſtand it of the Glory, which 
was in the midſt of {rae/. D. Kimchi upon the following Words, 
When the Lord ſhall bring again Sion, //a. 111. 8. ſays, When 
the Glory ſhall return to Sion, which is the Spirit of Prophecy, 
putting theſe wo Terms, Glory and Spirit in the a Je 
ovah, 


K 
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Ghoſt, in my Remarks upon this Text, in 


my firſt Anfwer. And becauſe the Father, 


San, and Holy Ghoſt, manifeſted themſelves 
in this viſchle Glory, which was as, the Appea- 
rance of a Man, Ezek. i. 26. and a prelude 
to the Incarnation of the Son of God; it is 
no wonder that the Son and Holy Ghoſt ſhould 
be ſaid to ſpeak in the Humanity of Chriſt, 
Rev. c. ii. and c. iii. which ſucceeds in the 
Place of the viſible Glory, or Appearance of a 
Man. The Dr. ſays, in the ſame Page, 
„That whatever God ſpeaks, may very 
& properly be ſaid to be ſpoken by the Holy 
& Ghoſt ; becauſe God always ſpeaks to his 
„Prophets by the Inſpiration of his Holy 
, Spirit.” But does the Dr. mean, that the 
Holy Ghoſt himſelf ſpeaks the Words: Or 
only, that by his Inſpiration, he puts the 
Prophet into a fit Diſpoſition to hear the 
Words that are ſpoken by God? If he puts 
the Prophet into a-4it Diſpoſition only, then 
the Holy Ghoſt himſelf does not ſpeak the 
Words; which is contrary to the expreſs 
Aﬀertion of the Apoſtle, who ſays, Well 
ſpake the Holy Ghoſt. But if the Holy Ghoſt 
himſelf ſpeaks the Words, and none is ſaid to 
ſpeak in Iſaiah but the God fitting upon the 
Throne, then is the Holy Ghoſt included in the 


— — — 


hovah, or Loid, 4s expreſſing all of them the ſame Thing. In 
Tibe manner Peter calls the Spirit of God, the Spirit of Glory, 
1 Pet. iv. 14. | | | 

| God 
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God fitting upon the Throne. As for the 
inferior Angel, whom the Dr. conceives, 
p. 183. to have ſpoken in the Perſon of God, 
Rev. xi. 1. 3. I refer the Reader to what I 
have ſaid upon that matter, V. 616. In 
the ſame Page the Dr. charges me with ſay- 
Es « That the Glory mentioned, Iſa. 6. is 
&« faid, As xxviii. 25, Oc. to be the Glor 
« of the Holy Ghoſt ;” and then tells me wit 

Wonder and Surprize, That there is not 
4 One Syllable about Glory, either in the 
Text or Context.” If every Miſtake, in- 

deed, is the Matter of Wonder, I have rea- 
ſon to wonder at the Dr's in this particular, 
My Words are plainly theſe; The Glory 
4 which appeared to Ta. vi. is the Glory 
4 in this Place, of the Holy Ghoſt.” Where 
I do not fay, it i; ſaid in this Place, or, that 
the Words of Scripture ſay, it is the Glory 
of the Holy Ghoſt : But I inter from the Apo- 
ſtles attributing th® Words to the Holy Ghoſt, 
that the Glory, which ſpake them, was the 
Glory of the Holy Ghoſt. The Dr. replies, 
It cannot be; becauſe neither in the Old 
« Teſtament, nor in the New, is the Holy 
« Ghoſt, at any time, ſtiled Lord.” And 
the Glory 1n Ie vi. is {tiled Lord. I think 
T have given Inſtances to the contrary out 
of the Old Teſtament under this Number. 
Nay, Origen * himſelf is on my Side in 


* See alſo Orig, cont, Cell. p. 324. 
„ his 
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his Comment on El xvi. g. not yet pub. 


4 liſhed. D (hb or m7 1 
Tate d wv. i He (the Pſalmiſt,) 
F2e& pa d,, ye: lays he, calls the Giſt 
Ae Ae, Ale s of the Holy Spirit the 
u ailing U F x. Tongue; (that is, the 
pzAjv e ee 7 x- Glory, Heb.) For he 
exc, O & t » ſays untaythe. Lord 
Tipe, SO x1 . (Plal, iii, 3.) Thou 
A Vid. Cod. art Glom, and 
Baroc. 195 i Lifter up "of mine 
IF; Head, But the Lord 
i the Spirit according to the Apoſtle, 2 Cor, 
III. 17. een st x 
And as for the New Teſtament, ſee N.1132, 
„ Bur, on the contrary, adds the Dr. the 
« Prophets are always repreſented as ſee- 
“ing thoſe Viſions by the Inſpiration of the 
« KfHHoly Ghoſt: In which Viſions they hear 
Goa, or the Lord ſpeaking.” Here the Dr. 
ſeems plainly to make the Holy Ghoſt do no 
more, than put the Prophet into a Diſ- 
ſition to hear God ſpeaking, but not to ſpeak 
imſelf, contrary to the Apoſtle's Aſſertion 
in the Text now under Conſideration ; And 
contrary to the Doctrine of the Jews, as I 
have ſhewn in my firſt Anſwer, p. 116. and 
will further ſhew, by a Paſſage out of Targ. 
onath, Numb. vii. 89, which runs thus; 
And when Moſes went into the Tabernatle of the 
Congregation to ſpeak with Him, He heard the 


Voice 
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Voice of the * Spirit, which ſpake with him (when 


it came down from the Heaven of Heavens upon 

the Mercy-Seat, which is upon the Ark of the Teſti» © 
mony) from between the two Cherubims. The 
Original Hebrew does not- mention who it 
was, that /pake from off the Mzrcy-Seat between 
the two Cherubims ; but the Paraphraſt calls 
him the Spirit: And the Septuagint, + Lord, 
xvols Which compare with Exod. xxv. 22. 1. 
But the learned Dr. p. 184. objects to theſe 
Authorities after the following Manner, 
« That (if they prove any thing) they 
« prove either that thoſe Rabbres took the 
« Holy Ghoſt to be only another Title tor 
& God. the Father himſelf : Or elſe, that they 
« underſtood him to be a Perſon ſpeaking in 
« the Name of God the Father.” That they 
looked upon the Holy Ghoſt to be a Perſon of 
a different Nature from God the Father, who 
was. not himſelf God, but yet ſpoke 1n the 
Name of God the Father, I think cannot be 
proved from the foregoing Citations, except 
it be from the firſt of thoſe out of Aben Ezra, 
Which yet may admit of ſome doubt. But 
that ſuch of them, who knew not the God- 


— 
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* The Word alſo is ſaid to ſpeak from, and fit between, the Che- 
rubims. See Onkelos, Philo, and Irenzus, N. 580. 

+ Note, According to the Eighth Foundation of the Jewiſh Law, 
God ſpabe to Moſes without a Medium; if then the Spirit ſpake 70 
Moſes, as the Paraphraſt affirms, rhe Spirit u God. See Maimon. 
Mor. Nevoch, Part 2. c. 45. p. 321. & Not ad c 11. de 5y- 
ned. & Præfat. in Patr, Capit. p. 402. Vol 4. Miſch. Edit. 
Surenhaus, 8 Aben Ezra in Numb. 12, 8. 
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head but in one Subſiſtence only, or in one 
Perſon, (which may be ſuppoſed to be the 
Caſe of the later Rabbins) ſhould take the 
Holy Ghoſt to be another Title for that One 
Divine Perſon, is what I think much more 
agreeable to the forecited Paſſages. The 
Conſequence of which is, that except the 
Scripture had repreſented the Holy Ghoſt in . 
ſuch Characters as inferred his Godhead, the 
Rabbixs, who held but one Perſon in the Di- 
vine: Nature, could never have taken him 
to be God the Father in another Title. If 
then the Holy Ghoſt be God in the Old Teſta- 
ment; if He be confounded with the Fa- 
ther by the Ignorance of the Rabbins, and 
not from a Perſonal Identity with the 
Father: If He be declared in the New 
Teſtament to be a diſtinct Perſon from God 
the Father: And if God be but One; it fol- 
lows: that the Holy Ghoſt, tho? a diſtinct 
Perſon from the Father, is yet one God with 
him. Other Jews there were, who, as they 
held the Spirit to be God; ſo acknowledged 
him to be a diſtinct Perſon from the Father, 

as Euſebius tells us, who has theſe Words: 


"Or Travles "ESpatov | 


Yeoadya, pela © mn 
Tavluy Oed, 2, pela 
errors & 
ca, T TpiThY #, eyav 
Bore pur, yo Thua 
Set,. Nd Seid. 


All the Jewiſh Do- 
ctors, after the God 
_ ng ; _ — 

iſdom his fir(t begot- 
= deify, 000 hold 
for God, a Third and 
Holy Pamer, which 

| they 
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they call the Holy 
Ghoſt. 


Agreeable to Which Aſſertion, concern- | 


SS * Evan 
Lib. 7. RENE 8. 


ing a Third Power, & Tpirnv d,, is Philo's 
Notion, which he expreſſes after the fol- 


lowing Manner : 
The enlightened 
Soul, ſays he, re- 
ceives a threefold Ap- 
pearance, or · Mant- 
teſtation of one Sub- 
f The Father 
of all is manifeſted 
in the Middle, who 
is called in the Holy 
Scriptures by a pro- 
per Name, He who is. 
They that are on ei- 
ther ſide of him, are 
the moſt ancient Pow- 
ers of Him who is, and 
the neareſt to Him, 


Tp Thy pavlagiay ws 
Ve xtr A- 
Carr —— ase pe TP 
CAwv 6 way 85 ey 
Tai Treg; YERrpal; ue 
% © 50H xD 6 
av. Al Y meg re- 
eg. rege raſa“ & e yſd- 
on F e Ponds, 

Ay N pev monlinm, 1 3 
Bao ETA oper 
. Kat . e roin- 
rue Yilc.— HY Ba- 
A x , &c. De 


Abrah. p. 366, 367. 


Whereof the One is called, the creating 


Power; the other, the Royal Power. 
the creating Power, is God— but the Royal 


Power, 1s Lord. 


And 


And, p. os 504. he tells us, That He 
who is, is called in reſpect of his creating Power 
Lord, and of his Royal Power God; And, 


p 368. he ſays, 
That there is a 
threefold Appearance 


O 3 ñ reed ga- 
raciaæ Wawa wo; fry 
in 
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in or by the Power «zroxaure, &c, 


of One Sulject. | fa 
And proceeds to ſhew, that the Three 
which appeared to Abraham, were no more 
than One. See p. $70. B. Sc. In which 
Words we may obſerve, that the Divine 
Subject, Subſtance, or Being, maniteſted 
to the Underſtanding of an enlightned Per- 
ſon, is One. That there are Three Mani- 
feſtations of this one Subject, or Subſtance. 
That one of theſe Manifeſtations is of God, 
as He is He who is, or 5 d; and the other 


Io, of his creating and Royal Powers, That 


therefore God, as He is ò d, and his creating 
and Royal Powers are one Subject, or Subſtance; 
that is, God, as He is 6 a», as He is Creator, 
and as He is King, is the one Subject, known by 
Three Appearances. And that both thoſe 
Powers, and 6 à in reſpect of thoſe Powers, 


are called Lord God. Now that the firſt of 
theſe Powers is the Word, is evident from 


what I have faid, V. 340, See alſo Philo, 
p-416. C. And if the Hirſt be the Word, a 
Divine Perſon, it need not be doubted but 


the Second is the Spirit, or Holy Ghoſt, a Di- 


vine Perſon alſo; the neareſt Power to the 
Word being the Holy Ghoſt, And if the Two 
Powers, and 6 u, are one Subject; the Word, 

nd Spirit, and God the Father, are one Sub- 


ject alſo; which is the Doctrine of the 


Church at preſent contended for. And if 
the two Powers be Lord God; the Word _ 
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Holy Ghoſt, who are theſe two'Powers, are 


Lord Gad: So that it is evident, that not all 


the learned Jens, who held the Holy Ghoſt 


to be Gad, did look upon him to be God he 
Father in another Title; much leſs to be a 


* 


ſeperate Subject, tho? a diſtinct Perſon, from 


God the Father; and that thoſe, who did 
confound him with the Father, tho? they 
were miſtaken in ſo doing, were yet in the 
right in holding him to be Goa, according to 
the Light they received from Scripture. As 
for the Citations out of the Old Teſtament, 
I do not conceive that the Holy Ghoſt in theſe, 
or any other Paſlages, ( is figuratively put 
« for God himſelf, or the Perſon of the Fa- 
« ther, in like manner as the Spirit of a Man 
ſignifies the Man himſelf : ? Becauſe then 
the Spirit of the Father muſt be conſidered 
as a Part of the Perſon of the Father; as 
the Spirit of a Man, is a Part of the Perſon 
of a Man : which is contrary to Scripture, 
that repreſents the Spirit as a diſtintt Perſon 
from the Perſon of the Father. 
Pag. 184. the Dr, ſays, Two Perſons 
“ cannot be ( rat roi Or Aοονονi. ) of the 
& {ame indiyidual, or identical Nature; be- 
“ cauſe then one of thoſe two Perſons would 
{© be the ſame Perſon, which the other of 


them is.” It is evident to Reaſon” with- 


out Revelation, that the Divine Nature, or 
Subſtance, is individually, or indiviſibly Ore, 
It has been alſo proved from Rev tien. 
| that 
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x * my F 4 _ * 4 * BY” 
\ \ *% * * " * * N 9 

. he * . — 

4 $$» % 8 
© * * 
. „ 0 
«> a 


236 The True Scripture Doctrine 
that the Szbſkance, or Nature of the Father, 
is communicated to the Son, N. 534, 594, 
595,597,616. And it appears from N. 1056, 
1132. of my firſt Anſwer, that the Holy 
Ghoſt, and Jehovah are One. And from 
V. 66. that the Holy Ghoſt is God. Which 
is confirmed by Authorities cited p. 119, 
124, 136, 138, 139. To which may be ad- 
ded the Reaſoning of Athenagoras, who ar- 
gues, that the Chriſtians are no Atheiſts, be- 
cauſe they acknowledge 

Des rare, , uw God the Father, God 
Otoy, &, mvepue A, the Son, and the Holy 
10. Ghoſt. 

Which, I think, infers, the Divinity of the 
Holy wy ; becauſe if He were not God, the 
acknowledging of the Spirit would be no 
joint Argument that the Chriſtians were 
not Atheiſts. If then Lord God expreſſes 
him, who is eſſentially, or ſubſtantially Ged, 
according to N. 534. the Holy Ghoſt, Who 
is Lord God, is eſſentially, or ſubſtantially God : 
And conſequently of ane * Subſtance with 
the Father. And if the one Divine Sub- 
ſtance be communicated without Diviſion, 
as appears from the Premiſes, it remains 
after Communication one undivided, or indi- 
vidual Subſtance: And the Three Perſons, 
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, are 


* An Hebie nf polar i) pauty F O87, dmppicr vim" 
vage as dn, inks. Athenzg Leg. p. 41, Edit. * 


of the TaIxIT Y Continued. 237 | 


of one and the ſame individual Nature, or 


Subſtance. Neither does this confound the 
perſons; becauſe the Divine Subſtance is in 
the Father aſter one Manner, and in the Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt, after another. Indeed if by 
TauT905my Or worosory be meant that the 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are of the Eſſence of 
the Father, as He is Father; this would be 
to make the Son, and Holy Ghoſt, one Perſon 
with the Father, or different Names of the 
Perſon of the Father. But Iaffirm no more, 
than that the Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are of 
the ſame undivided Subſtance with the Fa- 
ther; or, of the ſame Eſſence with him as He 
is God, In which Senſe they may be called 
Teo as appears from Expreſſions of 
the like Import: The Author of the Queſtions 
and Anſwers to the Orthodox, fays, 

One God, namely, Tj Tevamn 7 
Father, Son, and Ho- Tegownw Solac, & 
ly Ghoſt, is believed Oe memowulay, 5, me 
in an Identity of Eſ-  narhe, #, 6 Yo, 2, TS 
ſence, or Subſtance of ayuv Thiiue. In Re- 
Perſons. ſponſ. ad Queſt. 139. 

See the Confeſſion of Faith ſent by Da- 
maſus to Paulinus, Theodorit. Eccleſ. Hiſt, 
. 5 Rn 
Ppiphanius ſa ys, 2 

That the Trinity Tae de So & 
always exiſting, is of «uri; νẽ,ꝓ,. Vol. 2. 
the ſame Eſſence, or p. 11. 
Subſtance. 


Of 


1 
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Of the ſame Meaning is the Term 50. 
oiG., a Word not only fitted to repreſent 
Perſons of the ſame Rin of Subſtance, but 
of the ſame undivided Subſt ance- or Eſſence, ac- 
cording. to the Analegy of the Tongue. 
For if o re c and Suorzrp ſignify them, 
Who are born of the ſame individual Mother, 
and begotten of the' ſame individual Father : 
May not &i be equally fit to repreſent 
them, ho ſubliſt in the ſame individual or un- 
divided Subſtance? And indeed it is explained 
by Terms equivalent to T2v792910. 

-. Phavorinus ſa ys, 
2 Opryorn, Y dv= + Homoouſion, is that 
Ths d #, Wweryeixc, Which is of the ſame 

8 90. Eſſence, or Subſtance, 

| and Energy. 
Heſychius ſays, 

"OpanggiiThC, Tevri- Homoodſiotes, is an 
Ti x To uma Identity of Subject. 
e ; 2 : +4 IS 
And Epiphanius ſays, 

—— Orav 2 20 6198010 That Homoouſion, 
Ap, &x dAAGTE Lo is that which is not 
rng Ser & onpay- excluded from ' the 
vt. Vol. 2. p. 11. ſame Godhead, that is, 
2 from the ſame Sub- 
ance, or Eſſence; for ſo he explains him- 

If afterward, | r 

Oo ere 1 goin Subſtance, or Eſ- 
Taps 7 Hebrrra, 80 ſence, is nothing — 

Ut 


: 
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but theGodheas; and tex , Sirus mace R 
the Godhead/ nothing SD. Ibid. 
elſe but Subſtume, err 
Eſſence. n u 
And to put the Matter quite out of doubt, 
Iwill ſhew, that the moſt eminent Chri- 
ſtian Writers, after the Arian Controverſie, 
underſtood it in this Senſe, that is, as ſig- 
nifying a Plurality of Divine Perſons, not in 
the ſame ſpeciſic or common Nature, but in 
the ſame undivided Subſtance; which may ſerve 
for an Anſwer to the 35th Page of the Re- 
"ply to Mr. Nelſon. 
er ſays, 
God is He who 5 — O Fed; av n= 
therefore his Word, 9s #,6 rr & dy 
allo is He who is. 58. Orat. cont. Gent. 
p. 40. 
But the God who is, S who is Being it ſelf, 
s #ndiviſibly, or individually One; becauſe Be- 
ing is indiviſibly, or individually One: The Son 
therefore, who with the Father, is He who 
, or, who is Being it ſelf, is with the Father 
indiviſiblj, or inarvidually One Being, or Sub- 
ſtance. | 
Again, he ſays, 

Haomdouſion, is that T d f pv 
whic à has an Identity rabr rr N eo 
of Nature, (or Sub- se. Cont. Apoll. 
ſtance, N. 595.) En 

Which is ſpoken in relation to the Three 
Divine Perſons, and is, I conceive, directly 
con- 
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contrary to the learned Dr's Aſſertion, “ That 
4 two Individuals cannot, without an expreſs 
« Contradiction, have an Identiij of Nature. 
See his Reply, p. 184. | OG; 
This Doctrine is confirmed by the fol- 

DMS |, thts bat fie 
Trizs wie , dx The Trinity is One, 
7. Ar, and Indiviſible — And 
wares Nfl. Om the Monad, or Unit, 
nia mihi tradita ſunt, is diſtinguiſhed: into 
Oc. F. 6. Perſons without being 
In which Words, Firſt, He calls the One 
Divine Nature by the Name of * Monad, or 
Unit, which is known to be altogether in- 
diviſible. Secondly, He affirms this Monad to 
be indiviſibly ¶ diſtinguiſhed into Three Per- 
ſons. hich argues, that the Monad is not 
a ſpecific Nature, a Kind, or general Idea, 
but one really exiſting Subſtance; becauſe 
a ſpecific Nature, which is not real, but ãde- 
al, cannot be diſtinguiſhed into real Perſons, 
tho it may be the common Standard, or Ex- 
emplar, with which they agree. Thirdh, 
He affirms, that the Trinity is indiviſibly 
One. Which is the neceſlary Conſequence 
of the indiviſible Monad*s being gdm di- 
| ſtinguiſbæd into Three Perſons. And this be- 
4 ing like the Style of Dionyſius of Alexandria, 
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Lee N. 1248. 5 
cited 
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cited by . At hanaſſu, is probably uſed by 


* 
* 
Ty, 


him in the ſame Senſe. 


And to add no more, he illuſtrates the. 
ſubſtantial Unity of the Father and the Son, 


(which may be extended alſo to the whole 


Trinity, which he holds to be con-ſubſtan- 
tial) after the following Manner; 

For as the Foun- 
tain-is not the River, 


neither the River the 
Fountain, but both 
are one and the ſame 
Water flowing from 
the Fountain into the 
River: Sothe Godhead 


comes from the Fa- 


ther to the Son with- 


e . 8 
WE 7» Sx ew h TYM 
ds, 8 6 — 
or pts, 8 6 more 


Aue Try, appiteeg. I 


& % Tauroy Wow Yue 
* * N 
To e rng ei, T r- 


TE&LLY METIYETEUI Er 
50 STe I it T II- 
regs &; T id Yedrns 


apfer5s; N AN 


TU qe. Expol. fid. 


% 
* 


out flowing, and with. . 2. 
out Diviſion. 

Where as the Fountain and the Stream 
have the ſame undivided Water; ſo the Fa- 
ther and the Son are affirmed to have the 


ſame indiviſible Godhead; or Divine Sub- 


ſtance. But let the Reader conſult the 
learned Cadworth, p. 616, 617, 618, 619, 620. 
where he proves, that Athanaſius held more 
than a ſpecific Unity of Subſtance, or El- 
{ence in the Three Perſons: 

Baſil, after the ſame Manner, calls the 
Son 6 @v, Lib. 2. contr. Eunom. p. 57. See 


* See N. 1248. 
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NM. 597. The Conſequence of which is, ac- 


cording to the foregoing Reaſonin 
Son is Oxe undivided r, as 


the Father. 
Again, he ſays, | 


Kay nba; bow || 
is to be worſhip 
in One Eternal be 


Grp = y Phd 4 Zi 
on En, 7 T dum x, 
pur aum Selxuſſa ar- 
r meppioLon, Cg pn- 
76 | > 4 2 
r &. „ adv. 

unom. - 135. Edit. 
Paris, 


that the 
ANCE with 


That the Teinley 


ry : Foraſmuch as it 
has every where one 
and the ſame only God- 
head, being ls 
ble "inſ epergble, indi- 


viſible. 


And in his Treatiſe de differ. Effet. & 
Hpoſt. he gives us the fallow ing Illuſtration. 
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As the Eſſence, or 
Subſtance of a Rain- 
bow, which ſhines 
with different Co- 
lours, is ane, but its 
Colours many — 80 


in one common  Eſ- 


ſence, or Subſtance, 
do ſhine forth the di- 


ſtinguiſhing Properties of every Perſon. 
In which he repreſents the Divine Sub- 


ſtance to be One, as the Subſtance of a Rain- 
bow is One, that is, individually One. It is 
true, indeed, he {ometimes illuſtrates the 
Unity in the Divine Nature by that which 
is ſpecific in created Beings; but then he 

v0 can 


5 
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can not mean, that the Divine Unity is no 
more than ſpecific, as will appear from the 
following Conſiderations : Fir/t, That ſuch 
an Unity is ideal only, and not real; for a 
Species being a common Idea repreſenting 
the Nature of all its Individuals, a ſpecific 
Unity muſt be an ideal Unity only: And if 
the Unity be ideal only, then is it nor real, 
that is, there is no real, ſubſtantial Union 
between the Three Perſons, but the Three 
Perſons are Three diſtin Subſtances, or 

Three Gods. 

Second), Since 6 , the God, who is Being, 
is but One, and individually One, N. 597. 
and this Writer holds the Son to be 5 %, he 
evidently holds him to be Oze undivided 
Subſtance with the God who is Being it ſelf, 
which is more than a ſpecific Union. Now 
, Or 1 am, is no more communicable to 
any other Being, beſides the One True God, 
than Jehovah, which is put in the Place of 
Jam, or 6 , and is it ſelf incommunicable. 
See V. 534, 595. f ; 

Thirdly, His illuſtrating the Union of the 
Three Perſons in one Subſtance, by the Union 
of the Colours of the Rainbow in one Subject, 
which is a really exiſting and undivided Sub- 
ject, ſhews, that he looked upon the one 
Subſtance of the Three Divine Perſons to be 
a really exiſting and undivided Subſtance; 
And that he meant no more by comparing 
the Divine Union with the ſpegitic Union of 

R 2 Three 


+ 
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Ihree created Individuals of the ſameOrder, 

than, that as Three created Individuals agree 

in the ſame common Idea: So the Three Di- 
vine Perſons are united in the ſame Divine 
Subſtance znſeperably exiſting in each of the 
Three. For it cannot be ſuppoſed that a 
real Subjective Unity, ſuch as that of the 
Colours in the Subſtance of the Rainbow, 
ſhould be made uſe of to repreſent a ſpecific 
or ideal Unity ; when, indeed, general No- 
tions and their Affections, are founded 
upon, and are repreſentative of, really ex- 
iſting Subjects and their AﬀeCtions. But 
the forementioned Treatife will diſcover 
more of this Author's Mind concerning the 
real and ſubſtantial Unity of the Three Divine 
Perſons, | | 
Greg. Nyſſen. holds the Son to be &, or, 

One undivided Being with the Father, contr. 
Eunom. p. 204. B. And ſays, 

Ei; 9% Os *, 6 av- There is One and 
765 N F raubt & the ſame God by rea- 
Solac, 5s 891 Yes on. fon of an Identity of 
A EjC. Adv. Græcos. Subſtance; of which 
© __ Subſtance the Term 
God is Significative. See N. 534. 

And in his Catechetic Diſcourſe, cap. 3. 
he ſays, 551 2 1 

"Ex A i, . Let the Unityof Na- 
ves M & guores, wi ture remain accord- 
Tis raEgHαEe¹ rw. ing to the Jewiſh No- 


tion. k 
Now 
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Now the Unity of the Divine Nature, accord- 
ing to the Jewiſh Notion, is not a ſpecific  - 
Unity, but a real Unity, ſuch as is the Af, "vw 
fection of a really exiſting and undivided Sub- 
ſtance : This Father then looked upon the 
One Divine Nature, to be one really exiſting 
and undivided Subſtance. But in this Unity 
of Nature, e Th rn & quo, Or, in this 
one really exiſting and undivided Subſtance, 
he holds a Difference of Hypoſtaſes, or Per- 
ſons, c. 1. The Three Divine Perſons then, 
according to this Father, ſubſiſt in one really 

exiſting and undivided Subſtance. And there- 
fore, qa to this Notion, he ſays, it 
cannot be explained, 


How the ſame Be- 
ing may be numbred 
(as to Perſons,) and 
cannot be numbred 
(as to Subſtance; ) 
How it is ſeen divi- 
deadly, and yet is com- 
prehended in a Mo- 
nad: How it is di- 
ſtinguiſhed in Sub- 
ſiſtence, but andivi- 
ded in Subject. 
But after you have 
conſidered their Di- 
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ſtinction, (that is, the Diſtinction of Per- 
ſons) the Unity of Nature (the Jewiſh Unity) 


admits of no Diviſion. 
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Gregory. Nazianzen ſays, 


0 eperalion 


As we can con- 
cove no Diviſion and 
between 
the Mind, and Thought, 
and Soul: So can we 
not conceive any Se- 
peration, or Diviſion 
between the Holy 
Ghoſt, and the Sa- 
viour, and the Fa- 
ther; becauſe, as we 
have ſaid before, the 
Nature of Intelligible 


and Divine Beings is Indiviſible. 


Again, 
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ſons— is Inaiviſible. 


As the Rays of 
a luminous Body, 
which have natural- 
ly an inſeperableRe- 
lation one to another, 
are neither ſeperated 
from the luminous 
Body, nor divided 
from one another :;— 
So our Saviour, and 
the Holy Ghoſt, who 
24 Rays of the 
Father. — are united 
to the Father. 


For the Nature, (or 
Subſtance, N. 595.) of thoſe excellent 1 
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If then the Mind, Thought, and Soul, are 
ſubjeQively and inſeperably One, ſo that the 
Thought cannot ſubſiſt out of the Mind: And 
if the Lyminary, and its Rays, are One undi- 
vided Subſtance, according to this Author; 
Then are the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
ſubjectively and inſeperably One, or one undi- 

dided Subſtance. 

St. Chryſoſtom ſays of the Holy Ghoſt, 

That it is of the Tns euTi; Saw G 
ſame Eſſence, or Sub- 1 Hare! , TS dd. 
ſtance, with the Fa- De Sanct. Pentec. 
ther, and the Son. Ser. 3 7: p. 553. Tom. 

. Edit. Paris. 

Here is a plain Identity of Subſtance, Eſ- 
ſence, or Nature, affirmed in the Three 
Perſons. 'This Trinity of the ſame Subſtance, 
or Eſſence, he calls, x 

The inſeperable Tri- T a yw2/ro e- 
nity. he indiviſible N. "Ad\eipero TA 
Trinity. d. De Sanct. & 
Conſubſtant. Trin. 

Tom. 6. p. 190, 191. 
And ſays again upon Matt. xxvill. 19. 

You ſee that the Eid & r rd 
Trinity is indiviſi- &adI\ziperoy. De Sant. 
ble, Pentec. Serm. 37. 

p- 562. 

If then the Three Perſons are of the ſame 
Subſtance, and indiviſible; it follows, that 
they are of the ſame indiviſible Subſtance. 
Which will further appear from the follow- 


R 4 ing 


* * « 


1 » 
: _ 7 
* 
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ing Citations. He ſays, that the Nature (or 
Subſtance of the Father and Son) is not ſe- 


perated, n eU 8 vf De Serpente 
Moſis, p. 59. Tom. 6. 


And again, 
_ Ti eo epic 
DD un- 


pIrTw, p. 65. 


And again, 

Tag 8 G 15 Ab- 
vr TE gouumnTy; Tpi- 
U. T gd 8 Thuva 
AY & Heise yes- 
„, 8 dug alavic 
p-. 66, 


I conceive, and de- 
clare that the Nature 
(or Subſtance of the 
Trinity) is indiviſible. 


Reaſon does not 
divide, Time does 


not part, nor Ages 


ſeperate the Nature of 
the Holy and Immor- 
tal Adorable Trenzty, 


But this Nature, or Subſtance, is the ſame 
in All, according to the firſt Citation. The 
Three Divine Perſons then have the ſame 
undivided, or indiviſible Nature, or Subſtance, 

Hilary holds the Son to be He who is, Is 


qui eſt, or 6 &; fee 
He ſays, 
Eadem atq; indiſ- 
ſimilis Dei natura ſit 
in utroqʒ. De Trinit. 


Lib. 7. p. 109. Edit. 


Paris, 1631. | 
Igitur ex vivente 
Ped Patre vivens 
Dei Filius, & ex Deo 
Deus, & naturæ in- 


N. 411. 


That the Nature of 
God (or the Divine 
Nature) is the fame, 
and not unlike, in both 
(Father and Son.) 

That the living Son 
of God from the living 
God the Father, and 
God of God, ſhewing, 

-  *_: 
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both the Unity of Na- 
ture, which is inſepe- 
rable and * anlike : 
And alſo the Myſtery 
of his 1 ativity oi 1 
and my Father are 
One. 


ſeperabilis, atq; in- 
diſſimilis unitatem: 
Et Sacramentum Na- 
tivitatis oſtendens, 
ait, Ego Pater unum 


ſumus, p. 108. 


And in relation to the following Words, 


Sarely God is in thee, and there is none elſe, there 
is no God. Verily, thou art a God that hideſt 
thy ſelf, O God of Iſrael the Saviour, Iſa. xlv. 
14, 15. He ſpeaks thus, 
And Iſaiah prophe- 


Et hc quidem E- 
fied theſe Things after ſai 


ſaias, individuam atq; 


this Manner, giving 
Teſtimony to the Indi- 
vidual (or Indiviſible) 
and Inſeperable Divi- 


inſeperabilem Patris 
& Filii Divinitatem 
teſtatus, ita prophe- 
tavit. Lib. 6. de Trin. 


nity of Father and Son. p. 53. 

Note, By Divinity, he means the Divine 
Nature; as the Context in the preceding and 
following Pages ſhews. He alſo holds the 
Conſubſtantiality of the Three Divine Perſons. 
It follows then it was this Father's Opinion, 
that the Three Divine Perſons had Oze and 
the ſame individual, or indiviſible and inſe- 
perable Divine Nature, or Subſtance. 

Jerom 1ays, 

There i One only Una eſt Dei & Sola 
Nature (or Subſtance; Natura, quzvere eſt. 
of God, which truly Epiſt. ad Damaſ. adv, 
16. Arian. Hypoſt. 


This 
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This Nature, or Subſtance, is not ſpecific, 


or ideal, becauſe it rraly 1, or truly exiſts. 


X in tribus Perſonis 


If then it trulh exiſts, and is One and Onh, it 
excludes Plurality, and conſequently 7 7.— 
otherwiſe it would not be ozly; and if there 
be no Diviſion, it is one andivided, or indi- 
vidual Subſtance, or Nature. 
Again, 

Ille (Deus) Sola 
Natura eſt perfecta, 


God is the Only per- 
feet Nature, and One 
Godhead ſabſiſts in 


Deitas una ſubſiſtit, 
quæ eſt vere, & una 
Natura eſt. 164. 


That is, the One only p 


Three Perſons; which 
(one Godhead) truly 
is, and is the One Na- 
ture, 


erfect and truly exiſting 


Nature is God, or the One Godhead, which 
ſubſiſts in Three Perſons. Which Nature 
being andivided, as it is One and Only, the 
Three Divine Perſons are in One truly exiſting 
and undivided Nature, or Subſtance, accord- 


ing to this Author. 
St, Auſtin ſays, 
Omnes quos legere 
i, qui ante me 
Fripfervat de Trini- 
tate que eſt Deus, 
divinorum librorum 
veterum & novorum 
Catholici Tractato- 
res hoc intenderunt 
ſecundum ſcripturas 


All the Catholic Wri- 
ters, upon the Divine 


Books of the Old 


and New Teſtament, 
whom I could read, and 
who have writ before me 
concerning the Trinity, 
which is God, have en- 
deavonred to prove this 


by 
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by the Seriptures, that 
Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, / an inſepe- 
rable and equal Fru- 
ition of one and the 
ſame Subſtance, do 
give us to nnderſtand, 
that there is a Divine 


docere quod Pater, 
& Filius, & Spiritus 
Sanctus, unius ejnſe 
demq; Subſtantiæ inſe· 
perabili zqualitatedi- 
vinam inſinuent Uni- 
tatem. De Trin. L. 1. 


6. 3. 
Unity. 

Theſe: Words are very remarkable, and 
afford us the following Conſiderations ; Firſt, 
That the Divine Subſtance is one and the ſame, 
Seconaly, That the T hree Divine Perſons do 
inſeperably and equally ſubſiſt in, or enjoy, 
this one and the ſame Subſtance. Thirdly, That 
this is the Ground of the Divine Unity; which 
is therefore an Unity of Perſons in one and 
the ſame Subſtance, without a Poſſibility of 
Seperation, and without Inequality. Fourth- 
ly, That all the Catholic Commentators 
that wrote of the Trinity before St. Auſtin, 
and which he could poſſibly read, were of 
this Opinion, Ffrhly, That they undertook 
to prove the Truth of this Doctrine from the 
Holy Scripture ; which, I think, is a large 
and copious Teſtimony, that the True Scrip- 
ture Doctrine of the Trinity is, that Three Per- 
ſons ſubſiſt in one and the ſame andivided Sub- 

ance. | 
# Now I cannot conceive, that all theſe 
Fathers were miſtaken in the Meaning of 
the Term 6220, conſidering how near the 
| Time 


_ G = vr "—_ R * * ” 
b, — ® N py * . = a . 
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Time of the Nicene Council they” lived ; 


4 and that the Tradition could not probably 


ws 2 


be loſt in ſo ſhort a Time of the Senſe it was 
uſed in: And therefore I cannot but con- 
clude, that as they underſtood it to import, 
that the Three Divine Perſons had one and 
/ 6 ſame undivided Subſtance ; ſo the Senſe of 
the Council was expreſſed in their Senti- 
ment. | 

What the learned Dr. means by the Cita- 
tation out of Juſtin Martyr, p. 186. I can» 
not tell. It affirms, that the Divine Word, 
or Prophetic Spirit, ſometimes foretels things to 
come, that 1s, in its own Perſon ; ſometimes 
' ſpeaks, as in the Perſon of the Lord, of All, and 
God the Father; and ſometimes, as in the Perſon 
of Chriſt. But ſurely the Holy Ghoſt may 
do all this, and yet be comprehended in the 
Glory fitting upon the Throne, and be the 
Third Perſon in the One Divine Subſtance , 
this near relation being no hindrance, wh 
the Firſt, and Second Perſon ſhould not ſpea 

_ thro? the Third: or the Third ſpeak in the 
Perſon of the Fir/t and Second. 


MLXXV. John iii. 5. Except 4 Man be 
boru—— of the Spirit, he cannot enter into 


the Kingdom of God. 


When I ſaid that God and the Spirit were 
probably believed by St. John to be One, I in- 
troduced no Confuſion of Perſons; becauſe 

my 


$3 


_ 
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my plain Meaning was, that ſince God, c. i. 
13. Anſwers to Spirit a Divine Perſon, c. iii. 
5,6. it is probable that St. John meant by 
God the ſame Perſon, that he did by Spirit, 
that is, God the Holy Ghoſt, not God the Fu- 
ther. The Dr's Citations out of Scripture, 
p. 187. ſhew, indeed, that the Holy Ghoſt is 
a diſtinct Perſon from God the Father; and 
that God the Father quickens us, leads us, 
adopt us into Sons, and dwells in us by his 
Spirit, which I heartily aſſent to as Divine 
Truth : But this does not prove that the 
Term God, c. i. 13. cannot be meant of the 
Perſon of the Spirit; or, that the Spirit is 
not of one Divine Subſtance with the Fa- 


ther. But ſays the Dr.“ According to your 


'« Friend's Argument, the * Spirit of God 
« will be the Spirit of himſelf.” I have 
ſhewn, N. 538. that God ſometimes ligni- 
fies the Father, ſometimes the Son; and, 
N. 66. ſometimes the Holy Ghoſt. When 
therefore I ſay, that the Holy Ghoſt is God; 
I do not mean the Father, or the Son, but 
the Third Divine Perſon, by the Term God. 
When 1 fay, that the Holy Ghoſt is the Spirit 
of God; I do not then mean, as I did before, 
the Third Divine Perſon by the Term God: 
But either the Father, or the Son; for the Son 
is ſuppoſed by Irenæus to be the Fountain of 
the Spirit alſo, in the following Words, 


— 


* See N. 66. p. 6. 


4 Moſes 


a ab Cite 2 a N "IF 
* ö * — 1 - 
= y " ” 


w , * 
l 29 4 3 
+ + p * — ” 7 7 
5 * 1 * > T's» ** 
* | 5 * = pe, . * 


* . . * "4 0 Fo 
# * 921 * ts v ww. „ * 
d * . * — 5 5 7 * 
* , = 


254 The True Scripture Doctrine 


' Ado; 5 tx e- Moſas (ſays he) 
2 aahame? 6 Xt: did not give the Spi- 
cc: zn aun egi mr ritt (to JoſÞua) by 
ved xa ſos, p. 470. ex breathing on him, as 
Fragment. Chriſt, (gave it to his 

WT Di.iſciples by breath- 
ing on them, John xx. 22.) becauſe He was 
not the Fountain of the Spirit. 

The Words of Vemeſianus a Thubunis, were 
doubtleſs underſtood the Council as a 
Citation out of the Goſpel of St. John; which 
is an Argument, that they were 383 
found at that time in the African Copies of 
the New Teſtament : For otherwiſe, they 
would not have been regiſtred, nor pro- 
duced by St. Cyprian, as a Scripture Reaſon 
of the Suffrage of that Prelate. And if they 
were found 1n thoſe Copies, they could not 
be. contrary to the received Doctrines of the 
African Church; becauſe otherwiſe, as may 
reaſonably be ſuppoſed, ſuch learned Biſhops 
and Witneſſes of the Truth would ſoon have 
diſcovered, and zealouily have rejected, a 
Form of Words introduced into the Text, 
that tended to the Corruption of the Catho- 
lic Doctrine in ſo momentous an Article. 
It is evident then, that the Divinity of the Spi- 
rit was the common Doctrine of the * African 
Churches of that Age; and it may fairly be 


* th * 


— 


** See a Noble Teftimony of Euſebius concerning the Orthodoxy of 
the African and Gallican Chrches, De Martvr, Palaſt, c. 13. 
COn- 
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concluded, that Tertullian's Notion of the 
Holy Ghoſt, whom he held to be God, and 
who cites this Paſſage no leſs than Næmeſianus, 
was by no means the Effect of his private 
Spirit, but of the Doctrine of the Church 
of Which he was a Member. Neither Was 
Africa the only Place where the Godhead of 
the Spirit was. believed and aſſerted in the 
Latin Church; for we find it acknowledged 
in the Second Century by a learned Father, 
and Biſhop of Lyons, I mean, Irenæus, who 
may be ſuppoſed in his public Writings to 
have taught nothing that was contrary to 
the Faith of the * Gallica Church, in which 
he was a Governour. This Father tells us, 
Lib. 2. c.'55. e 51191 | 

That God made all  Fecit ea per ſeme- 
things by himſelf, that tipſum, hoc eſt, per 
4 9 hs Word, and Verbum & per Sapi- 
by Wiſdom, entiam. 

Or the Holy Ghoſt; comprehending them 
both in the Name God, by affirming them 
to be One with God himſelf. 

Again, he fays, that 

The Word and Wi- Appellationi enim 
dom (or the Hol Ghoſt ) Dei coobaudientur 
are underſtood, or con- Verbum — & Sapi- 
tained, under the Term entia. Lib. 2. c. 18. 
God. 

„Again, ä 

The Scriptures are Scripturæ quidem 
perfect, becauſe they perfectæ ſunt, quippe 


are 


* 
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a Verbo Dei, & Spi- are dictated zy the 
ritu ejos dice. L 2. Word of God, and his 
c. Spar. 
Which ſuppoſes, that the * Word, and 
Spirit, are themſelves perfect. For a perfect 
Effect cannot proceed but from a perfect 
Cauſe. But nothing is perfect that is made, 
apron to this Aurhor, who fays, 

Ka 9 wn tw So far as any thing 

ra, zalz Wr is not unmade; 10 far 
Fl deep F rexel. it falls ſhort of that 
Lib. 4. e. 73. which is perfect. 

But Go duly is unmade. God only there- 
fore is perfett ; but the Word, and the Spirit, 
are perfect : The Word, -and the Spirit, there- 
tore are comprehended i in the God, who 1s 
alone unmade. And to conclude with this 
Father, he has the following Words, Lib. 5. 


C. 12. 
Ka! ινον 0 euro 
Hoc Pnol, Ived- 
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And again, the 
ſame Iſaias ſays.— 
For the Spirit ſhall 
come forth - from me, 
and I have made every 
Breath, or Soul, (c. lvii. 
16. Septuag ) rank- 
ing the Spirit with 


* Tie 
1 K 


F des MN s av. 
re & 8 Ve dle c. 75. 
der 2205, 


JE 


Ibid, 


Lib. 4. c. 75. 7.0 dess 
Tie & à Ain. 
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Gad properly: But the otws Y mohws AY 
Bros Soul, in pedo 1 * 
common With the Crea 
ture, and calling it a Thing made. 

Where ranking the Spirit with God, 20 r. 
¹ n F Hes 72 = the ſame Mean: 
ing with {peaking of the Spirit, or repreſenting 
it 1 re rs" of God: as wil pun, 
from the Uſe of the like Phraſe concerning 
the Holy Ghoſt, in the following Greet Wri- 
ters. Chryſoſtom ſays, in his Comment on 
2 Cor. iii. 18. You fee again, how, 

He places the Spirit E Tau N 93 20 
— the Rank or Order of mvwpue ng 

od; | 5 

Referring, I ſuppoſe, to the following 
Words, 2790 wejs mvwugclG., which he un- 
derſtood thus; By the Lord the Spirit, or, 
who is the Spirit. Baſil ſays, Let them conſider, 
which is the more ju ſt, either to rank the 
Spirit with God, yusle ye3 owlawew, Or, to 
level Him with the Creature, meg; F uliaw #94 
Sev. De Spirit. Sto. c. 15. p. 179. 


MCXXI. Matt. xii. 3 1, 32. The Blaſphe« 
my againſt the Holy Ghoſt ſhall not be for- 
forgiven unto Men, &c. 


The learned Dr. p. 190. brings theſe 
Words, All manner of Sin, and Blaſphemy, ſhall 
be 2 unto Men, Matt. xit. 3 1. and all 


Sins ſhall be forgiven unto the Sons of Men, and 
Blaſ- 
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| Blaſphemies, wherewith ſoever they ſhall blaſpheme, 
_ = Marl it. 28. as a Proof, that 20 hemy 
againſt God the Father, and the Som ef God, 
| is pardonable. But, I Conceive,” that nei- 
ther of theſe Paſſages, tho* univerſally de- 
livered, are underſtood of Sins of Blaſphemy 
againſt God the Father, or, the Son as He is 
God; but againſt Men only, or, the Son as 
He is Man. My Reaſons are, Firff, Be- 
cauſe Blaſphemy is not appropriated to ſignifi 
that ſort of evil ſpeaking, which is directed 
againſt God; but comprehends in its Notion, 
that againſt the Creature alſo: So that no- 
thing can be inferred from the Uſe of that 
Term. Thus railing againſt the Devil, 
Jude ix. is BAzopnuie in the Original; and, 
xa; HD uu, Rom. iii. 8. relates to 
a ſlanderous Report, that was raiſed againſt 
the Apoſtles. Secondly, The Words, Al 
manner of Sin, and Blaſphemy, ſhall be forgiven 
anto Men, are explained and confirmed by 
the following; And whoſoever ſpeaketh a Word 
. againſt the Son of Man, it (ſhall be forgiven Him, 
3 v. 32. which limits the Blaſphemy to that 
4 againſt the Son, as Son of Man. For that 
the 32d Verſe is repeated as an Explanation 
and Confirmation of the 31ſt, is evident, 
partly from the remaining Parts of both theſe 
Verſes; whereof the One, v.31. But the 
Blaſphemy againſt the Holy Ghoſt ſhall not be for- 
given unto Men, is explained and confirmed 
by the other, v. 32. But whoſoever ſpeaketh 


againſt 
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aiuſt the Holy Ghoſt, it ſhall not be forpiuen 
45, ee 2 neither in L 
to come. It being uſual in Scripture to re- 
peat a Mate- Mer only to render it more 
clear, and impreſs it deeper on the Mind of 
the Hearer, but alſo to ſhew the Certainty of 
the Thing ſpoken of. If then the remainin 
Parts of both theſe Verſes are explicative, the 
one of the other; we need not doubt but the 
former Parts are ſo alſo. And partly from 
the parallel Places in St. Mark, and St. Late; 
"whereof St. Mark, c. iii. 28, 29. joyns the 
firſt Part of the 31ſt Verſe in St. Matthew 
with the latter Part of the 32d Verſe, omit- 
ting the reſt between; and Lake, c. x11. 10. 
joyns the firſt Part of the 32d Verſe with 
the latter Part of the 3 fſt, omitting what 
follows and goes before, as if what each of 
them wrote ſeperately without a Repeti- 
tion, imported by it ſelf the ſame with 
the Matter repeated in St. Matthew's Goſpel. 
Thirdly, The following Writers include the 
Father, and the Son, with the Spirit, in the 
Object of the unpardonable Blaſphemy : The 
Divinity being equal, and the Ezergy alike in 
the Three Perſons. 

Athanaſius ſa ys, 

He who ſees his O Go aurs v e. 
(Chriſts) Works, 9% Te mwual cyw 


that are wrought by 3 2, Ajay Ta 
the Holy Ghoſt, and Toefre re wy 0 
fays, He who does Seb x, Y 948 yo G 

8 2 ſuch 
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A Banger D A ſuch things is not God, 
= Bhaopmmdi' e but attributes them 
ci T Serra. Epiſt. to Beelezbub, he evi- 
ad Serap. 4. 5. 20 dently blaſphemes in 
deny ing his Divinity. 
Where it is evident, that the unpardonable 
Sin, in attributing the Works of Chrift to 
an unclean Spirit, is declared to be commit- 
ted not againſt the Holy Ghoſt alone, but the 
Divinity of the Son alſo. Now, according to 
this Author, he, who blaſphemes the Godhead 
of the Son, not only blaſphemes the Holy 

Ghoſt, but the Father alſo; for, he ſays, 
K avalen;  & lt is neceſlary that 
dq euapravole x, he, Who Sins againſt 
fNzogypirie epaple- the Son, and blaſ- 
mw 2,.cs 7 Halle , phemes Him, Sin al- 
i; 70 2240 Trwua. ſo againſt the Father, 
9, adnd the Holy Ghoſt. 
Which he founds upon this, that the Tri- 
nity is indiviſible; ſo that in the Opinion of 
this Writer, the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
were the joint Object of the unpardonable 

Blaſphem . | elde | 

Ambroſe ſays, upon Lake xii. 10. 
Numquid ergoSpi- Is the Holy 74 
ritus Sanctus prefer- therefore preferred be- 
tur Chriſto, ut in fore Chriſt, that they 
Chriſtum peccantes who Sin againſt Chrift 
veniam conſequan- ſhould obtain Pardon; 
tur, in Spiritum San- but they who Sin againſt 
the 
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the Holy Gheſt ſhould. &um delinquentes 
be unworthy to obtain remiſſionem non me 
Forgiveneſs, *4 reantur adipiſci? 

To which he replies, 1215 

If therefore, as we Si igitur, quod cre- 
believe, there is an Uni- dimus, unitas Trini- 
ty of Trinity, the Great. tatis eſt, indiſcreta 
neſs indeed is indiviſi- utiq; magnitudo, ſi- 
ble, as the Operation is cut indiſcreta Opera- 
indiviſible.— And if the tio. — Ergo ſi Ope- 

eration be One, the ratio una eſt, una eſt 
Blaſphemy is alſo One. & contumelia. 
hat is, the Father and Son operate thro? 
the Spirit, and are blaſphemed in the Spirit; 
and therefore the Sin is anpardonable, no leſs 
on their Account, than on Account of the 
Spirit. . St, Jerom, in his Comment on Matt. 
x11, 32. underſtands the Blaſphemy againſt the 
Son of Man, which is capable of Forgiveneſs, 
to be no more, than a reproaching him as 
He is * May. But, on the other ſide, he 
ſays, That that Perſon ſhall never be forgiven, 
who, againſt the. clear- Demonſtration of 
Divine Power, affirms, 
That Chriſt he Qui Chriſtum de- 
Word is the Miniſter; niq; Verbum, & opera 
and that the Works of Spiritùs Sancti dicit 
the Holy Spirit, are the eſſe Beelzebub. 
Works of Beelzebub. 


* $59 Athan. Ep. 4. ad Serap. 5 16. And Theophyl. in Loc. 
& in Luc. x11. 10. 
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And in his Comment on Mork iii. 29. he 
SOS TORS RC... " 


Or + 


Quia non meretur For that Perſon is 
pænitentiam agere ut not worthy of Re- 
recipiatur, qui Chri- pentance in order to 
ſtum intelligens, prin- be reſtored, who know- 
cipem Dæmoniorum ing who Chriſt is, ſays 
elle dicebat. be is the Prince of the 
SETSOU BS YUHD EL 1 Devils, JAS Th « © 
In all which Authorities we find, partly 
that the Mord, partly that the Father, and 
the Mord, were the joynt Object with the Holy 
Ghoſt of the Blaſphen of the Jens; and that 
the Sin was anpardonable on Account of them 
all. For if the Father works thro' the Son 
in the Holy Ghoſt, the Demonſtration of 
Power, as Ambroſe has reaſoned, is alike 
from them all; and all were affronted by the 
Blaſphemy of the Jews, who reſolved thoſe 
Works, that were the genuine Fruits of the 
Holy Trinity, into an unclean Principle, or 
dia bolical Agent, Tho' then the Blaſphemy 
was in Oppoſition to the greateſt and laſt Means 
of Convittion, to the moſt beneficial, as well as 
woſt powerful Works, (p. 191. of the Dr's 
Reply) yet, foraſmuch, as thoſe Works 
were not wrought by the Spirit alone, but 
by the Father, and the Son thro' the Spirit, 
as our Saviour ſays of the Works which He 
did by the Spirit, hitherto my Father worketh, and 
J work, John v. 17. And, foraſmuch, as 
the Blaſphemy conſiſted in faying, That it 

| 3 | was 
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Was an unclean Spirit, Beelzebub, or, the = 
Prince of the Devils, which wrought in Chriſt," i 
and caſt out Devils, Mark iii. 22, 30. It fol- 
lows, as has been obſerved before, that the 
Three Perſons equally working the moſt bene- 
ficial, as well as moſt powerful Works, and 

ually affording the greateſt and laſt Means 

Conviction, were equally affected with the 
blaſphemous Charge; and that the Sin was 
unpardonable, no leſs in reſpect of the Father 
and of the Son, than of the Holy Ghoſt. And 
here, on occaſion of the Circumſtances re- 
quired by the Dr. to render Blaſphemy unpar- 
donable, namely, that it be directed againſt 
the greateſt and laſt Means of Conviction and 
Amendment, p. 191. I ſhall obſerve, that 
the Blaſphemy of the HMraelitiſb Woman's Son, 
ev. XXIV. 11. was of this fort; He had 
ſeen the Wonders of the Lord by the Hand 
of Moſes, in the Land of Egypt, in the Red 
Sea, and in the Wilderneſs, till that time; 

He had heard God ſpeaking from the Holy 
Mountain himſelf, and ſeen the Tokens of 
his Majeſty and Power; and yet, not- 
withſtanding theſe Evidences, this greateff 
Conviction of the Truth of his Godhead, 
which that Age was capable of — _ 

he audaciouſly blaſphemed Him; whic 

was in effect to deny his Godhead, and 
reſolve the Works, which he had hither- 
to ſeen, into another Principle than what 
was Divine; ſo that I cannot but continue 
S 4 to 
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264 The True Scripture Doctrine 
4 to believe, it was 4 Sin unto Death, or abſo- 
lutehh unpardonable, tho* done againſt, the Fa- 

N ther. The learned Dr. ſays, in the ſame 
Page, „ That the Texts I alledge out of the 
« Epiſtle to the Hebrews, and out of St. John, 
“ are by almoſt all Divines underſtood, not 
“ of a Sin abſolutely unpardonable.” 1 
cConceive that they, who hold the Sin againſt 
3 the Holy Ghoſt, Matt. xii. 31, 32. to be abſo- 
; lutely unperdonable, as the learned Dr. ſeems 
to do in his Scripture Dactrine, and in his Re- 
ply, p. 191. at the End; muſt, in Conſe- 
quence thereof, if they well conſider it, 
hold the Sin mentioned, Heb. x. 26, c. to 
be abſolutelj unpardonable alſo, For the Crime 
here ſpoken of being A poſtacy, as appears 
from v. 25, 39. and from the parallel Place 
z c. vi. 6. it will follow, that the Deſpite done to 
. the Spirit of Grace, c. x. 29. if it were a tho- 
J rough Apoſtacy proceeding from the Heart, 
Was a rejecting of the Spirit, and condem- 

ning of its Works as deluſive, or diabolical ; 
which is the ſame Malignity that rendered 
the Blaſphemy an unpardonable Sin, Mark iii. 
29, 30. And if the Wunde! be the ſame 
in both theſe Crimes, we have reaſon to be- 

lieve that they are alike anpardonable. But 
further, it is highly probable, from Acts xxvi. 

| 11, that the Jemiſh Apoſtates were obliged 

F to & blaſpheme the Son of God, and the Power 

Le: it He 

Herms ſaps, Thar de Apoſtates added this" 15 the * of 
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He wrought by, in expreſs Terms, as the 
greateſt Evidence they could poſſibly give, 
that they had truly renounced him from the 

Bottom of their Hearts; which if they had 
done, and this Remark be true, there is a 
further Reaſon for underſtanding the Apo- 
{tle in the ſtricteſt Senſe, when he ſays, It 
is impoſſible (for Believers) if they ſhall fall 
away, to renew them again unto Repentance, c. vi. 
v. 4, 6. And, that there remaineth no more 
Sacrifice for Sins, but a certain fearful looking for 
of Judgment, c. x. 26, 27. But Secondly, The 
Sin of Apeſtacy is declared unpardonable, or a 
Sin unto Death, in the Old Teſtament ; and 
theretore may be judged to be ſuch in the 
New Teſtament, or, in the Epiſtle to the He- 
brews. As for Inſtance; the Jems, who had 
diſobeyed God, and retired into Egypt con- 
trary to his Word, were reproved by Jere- 
miah tor apoſtatizing from Him, and offering 
up Incenſe unto other Gods, c. xliv. But 
this unhappy People, notwithſtanding this 
Reproof, and that the Events had juſtified 

the Prophet's Miſſion, by anſwering his 
Predictions, inſtead of repenting, obſtinate- 


am 


w_ — 


their Sins, that they blaſphemed the Name of the Lord. Nomen 
Domini nefandis inſe&ati ſunt verbis. Sim 6. S. 2 And 
Thecph. ad Autol. ſays of the Greeks, that they propoſed Re- 
wards and Honours to thoſe ( Chriſtians) who blaſphemed God, 
os Chriſt, God in Chriſt) openly. Tols cvg@vas vEet- 
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ly refuſed to ſubmit themſelves to theAutho- 
ty'and Will of the Spirit, ſpeaking tothem 

- 4 the Prophet. be l him, v. 17. 
hat they will certainly do mhatſover thing goeth 
forth out of their own Mouth, to burn Incenſe unto 
the Queen of Heaven, and to pour out Drinl- Of- 
ferings to her. Upon which Declaration God 
anſwers them in the following Manner by 
his Prophet, v. 25. Te will ſurely accompliſh 
your Vows, and ſurely perform your Vows, im- 
porting, that their Reſolution was unalter- 
able, and their Apoſtacy confirmed; and 
then paſles this ſevere Sentence upon them, 
A. 26. Behold, I have {worn by myGreat Name, 
ſaith the Lord, that my Name ſhall no more be 
named in the Mouth of any Man of Judah, in 
all the Land of Egypt, ſaying, the Lord God 
liveth, like that Sentence in the Revela- 
tions, c. xxii. 11. He that is unjuſt, let him be 
unjuſt ſtill: And he which is filthy, let him be 

_ filthy ſtill ; that is, ſince they were reſolved 
to forget him, he was reſolved they ſhould 
not remember him: And ſince the Divine 
Reſolution was immutable, as appears from 
theOath, their Converſion was impoſſible, and 
their Sin «npardonable. — alſo, in his 
Para phraſe on J/a. xv. 6. expreſſes the Cer- 


. * 
_- 


tainty of the Puniſhment of ſuch like Apo- 

ſtates in the following Words, I will not pro- 
long their Life; but I will puniſh them for their 
Sins, and deliver their Bodies to the Second 

Death. See alſo, v. 15. Thirdly, Some = 
the 


7 . * 2» 
Ll 


of the TAINIT y Continued. 267 


the moſt ancient and eminent Writers cither 
ſpeak of Apoſtacy as abſolutely unpardonable, 1 


mean, a thorou 


poſtacy proceeding from 


the Heart: And therefore could have had 
no reaſon to have put a milder Conſtruction 
on the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, had they hap- 
ened to have cited it; or elſe, they cite 
this Epiſtle for the anpardonable Sin. | 


Hermas ſays, 

They, who have a- 
poſtatized from God 
for ever, — cannot 
return by Repen- 
tance anto Life; be- 
cauſe they have added 
this to their other 
Crimes, that they have 
bla ſphemed the Name 
of the Lord. This ſort 
of Men is allotted un- 
to Death. 


ui in perpetuum 
a Ds —— 
iis non eſt per pœni- 
tentiam regreſſus ad 
vitam; quoniam qui- 
dem adjecerunt ad 
reliqua delicta ſua, 
& nomen Domini ne- 
fandis inſectati ſunt 
Verbis. Hujuſmodi 
homines morti ſunt 
deſtinati. Sim. 6. &. 2. 


Clem. Alexandrings alledges, Heb. x. 26, 
£9c. as an Inſtance of Sinners to whom there 
is zo Repentance, Strom. Lib. 2. p. 385. And 
in his Treatiſe, Quis Dives, &c. ſeems to 
allude to both the Sixth and the Tenth 
Chapters, when he ſays, that he who Sins 
to that Degree, 

That He perfectly *s d v 
falls away, is entirely Ne, Sr. xalwliprzy 
condemned of God, * 
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Tertullian;®Eib. de pudic. c. 19, acknow. 


Y A | er the Diſtinction of Sins into pardonable 
and wnpardonable, or Sins r 2 rat we 


nat to be prayed for; and cites* for this pur- 
poſe the Epiſtle of St. John, and of St. Paul 
to the Hebrews. Origen alſo, and Theognoſt us, 
underſtood Chapter the Sixth, v. 4, £5c. of 
the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, to be meant of a 
Sin altogether anpardonable; for which, ſee 
Athan. Epiſt. 4. ad Serap. $.9,11. And thus 
much in relation to the Mind of St. Paul. 
As for St. John, I think no doubt can be 
made of the Meaning of his Words; for if 
Blaſphemy againſt the Holy Ghoſt, and final 
Apoſtaſie are unpardonable Sins, it is evident 
that there are Sinus unto Death in the ſtricteſt 
Senſe : And can it be thought, that the Apo- 
ſtle had no regard at all to theſe ſorts of 
Crimes in his Sins unto Death? Tertullian, in 
the Place before cited, urges the Paſſage, 
We are now ſpeaking of, as a Proof that 
there areSins which cannot be pardoned, And 
Hzrmas ſeems plainly to allude to it, in ſay- 
ing of Apoſtates, * That they are corrupted—— 
unto Death. + That they are allotted unto 
Death. And in calling the Sin of Apoſtacy b 

the Name of || Death. Simil. 6. 4. 2. Which, 
Sin he judges anpardonable, as I have ſhewn 
a little before. And this is not at all diſ- 


* - Corrumpuaturuſq; ad Mortem, 7 Morti ſunt deſtinati. 
| Mors. | | 


agreeable 
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agreeable to the Style of the Old Teſtament, 


which mentions alſo Sins unto Death, that is, 
ſuch as are #« 
c. Xxxii. 14. "this Iniquity ſhall not be 
purged from you till ye die; that is, as Jona- 
than paraphraſes it, till ye die the Second 
Death. And Numb. xvui. 22. God tells the 
Children of Iſrael, That they muſt not come nigh 
the Tabernacle of the Congregation, leſt they bear 
the Sin unto Death; as it may be rendered, 
Mo? NE 2 uaplieay Sevarupie gy, Sept. that 
is, leſt they periſh in their Preſumption, as 
Korah did, c. xvi. 40, & xvii. x3. of whom 
it is ſaid, That he ſhall have no Portion in the 
World to come. Tractat. de Syned. c. rt. 
Q. 3. Vol. 4. Leg. Miſch. Fourthly, The 
Church of Exgland, in its Homily of Repen- 
tance, Part I. which may ſtand for the Opi- 
nion of many Divines, ſays, © That the Apo- 
&« tle St. Paul, in the Sixth and Tenth Chap- 
« ters of his Epiſtle to the Hebrews, and 
« St. Peter, in the Second Chapter of his 
« Second Epiſtle, ſpeak— of the final fall- 
« ing away from Chriſt and his Goſpel; 
« which is a Sin againſt the Hol) Ghoſt that 
« ſhall zever be forgiven, becauſe that they 
« do utterly forſake the known Truth, do 
« hate Chriſt and his Word, they do cruciſie 
« and mock him, (but to their utter De- 
« ftruQtion,) and therefore fall into Deſpe- 


« ration, and cannot repent.” If then, ac- 


cording to the foregoing Reaſonings and Au- 
/ thorities, 


lonable; for Fog ſays, 


- AL. 


it be a Sin no leſs agai 
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thorities, the Sin mentioned in the Epiſtle 
to the Hebrews be abſolutely unpardonable, and 

the Sen than the 
Holy Ghoſt, as appears le following 
Expreſſions, it is impoſſible—— if they ſhall fall 
away, to renew them again unto Repentance ; 
ſeeing they crucifie to themſelves the Son of God 
afreſh, and put him to an open Shame, C. vi. 4, 6. 
And again, Of how much ſorer Puniſhment —— 


-ſball he be thought worthy, who hat hhtroden under 


Foot the Son of God, and hath counted the Blood 
of the Covenant, wherewith he was ſanttified, 


. anunholy thing, c. x. 29. It will follow, that 


it is & unpardonable on account of the Son as 
well as of the Spirit, being done in Oppoſi- 
tion to the greateſt and laſt Means of Convittion 
afforded equally by both. 


MCXXXII. 2 Cor. iii. 17, 18. The Lord 
is that Spirit; and where the Spirit of the 
Lord is, there is Liberty, &c. 


The learned Dr. begins with obſerving, 
p. 192.“ That the Goſpel, by way of Emi- 


* nence, is ſtyled the Miniſtration of the Spi- 


“ rit, upon account of the Holy Ghoſt that 
« was poured forth upon the Apoſtles at 


4 Pentecoſt; and from that Conſideration 


2 


* There remaineth no more Sacrifice for Sint; but a certain 
fearful looking for of Judgment, and fiery Indignation, which ſpall 


« (that 


the Adverſaries, c. x. 26, 27. 
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4 (that is, as it is the Miniſtratiom of the Spi- 
4 ri, he ſays, the Apoſtle, thro* the whole 
4 Chapter 8 the Doctrine of Chriſt, 
« as bei Mere ear and plain, more pow- 
« erful and efficacious, more illuſtrious and 
« glorious, than the Law of Moſes.” For if 
the Law be called the Miniſtration of Death, 
or Condemnation, becauſe it * convinces Men 
of Sin, and condemns them for it, but af- 
fords no help to get rid of their Sin : The 
Goſpel may be well called + the Miniſtration 
of the Spirit, becauſe, at the Beginning of 
that Diſpenſation, the Spirit was + commus- 
nicated by Chriſt to his Apoſtles on the Day 
of Pentecoſt, and is ſtill communicated to 
ſuch who believe, and are baptized into 
Him; and therefore they, who communi- 
cate it, are called the Miniſters of the Spirit, 
v. 6. If then one of the Advantages of the 
. above the Lam be on account of the 
Holy Ghoſt, or quickening Spirit, communi- 
cated to the Faithful: And if the Goſpel 
in this Chapter be oppoſed to the Lam in 
reſpect of this Advantage more than an 
other, as is evident to the Reader: It will 
follow, that the Holy Ghoſt is the Advantage 
principally regarded in the Oppoſition be- 
tween the Law and the Goſpel; as I have 
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already Thewninmy firſt Anſwer, and ſhall 


further ſhew in that which follows. Ver. 3. 


It is faid, Je are— the\Epiſtle of Chriſt— 
written nt with Ink, but We a 7 the 


Living God; not in Tables of Stone, but in fleſh- 
ly Tables of the Heart. The Apoſtle in this 


Branch of the Oppoſition, gives us to un- 


derſtand, that the Holy Ghoſt, by influencing 
the Hearts of the Believers, enables them to 
perform the Duties of both the Tables; 
which is a Benefit peculiar to the Evangelical 
Diſpenſation, or New Covenant, in which 
God « declares, He will put his Law in their in- 
ward Parts, and write it in their Hearts, Ter, 
xxxi. 33. that is, by his Spirit, as Ezekiel ex- 
preſſes it, 1 will put my Spirit within you, and 
cauſe you to walk in my Statutes, and ye ſhall 
keep my Judgments, and do them, c. xxxvi. 27. 
Now it the learned Dr. 'means, p. 193, by 
the Power and Efficacy of the Goſpel, in his Com- 
ment on this Place, the Power and Efficacy o 


the Holy Ghoſt communicated to us if the 
| Goſpel Diſpenſation, by which we diſcern, 


and aſſent to, the Truths of the Goſpel, and 
perform its Obligations: And if he means, 


that that, which is 44 "27, inwardly in the very 
Af 


Heart and Soul it 1s impriated by the 
HolyGhoſt mentioned in the Text: His Com- 
ment comes up to the Mind of the Apoſtle, 


tho he ſays nothing expreſly concerning the 


Spirit; and we are agreed, that the Hol 
Ghoſt, or Third Perſon in the Trinity, is 
| | meant 
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meant in this Place. Which is alſo tles 


Mind of Irenews, who fo underſtands it, 


Lib. 5. c. 13. P. 420. 

The Apoſtle, v. 6. purſuing the ſame 
Oppolition, ſays, God hath made us able 
Miniſters of the New Teſtament, not of 
the * Letter, but of the + Spirit: For the 
Letter killeth, but the , giveth Life. That 
is, they were not like Moſes, Who gave 
a Law written upon Stone, and upon Parch- 
ment, (which curſed the Tranſgreſſors) 
without giving them the Spirit as a Help to 
perform it; dur they communicated the 
8 as well as the Rule, that what they 
pake, or wrote, the Hearers miglit com- 
prehend, aſſent to, and practiſe by the Spi- 
rit in them. The Dr. in his Comment on 
the Place, ſays nothing of the Spirit as a Per- 
fon, but ſeems to paraphraſe it by Spiritual 
Precepts ; and the Expreſſion, the Spirit giveth 
Life, by the Goſpel teaches us the way to Eternal 
Life, which, I conceive, is underinterpre- 
ting the Text. Tertullian underſtands the 
Spirit in this Place to be the Holy Ghoſt pro- 
perly ſo called, Adv. Marcion. Lib. 5. c.11. 
From v. 7. to v. 12. the Apoſtle proceeds 
to ſhew the different Effects of the Power 
of God upon the Subjects of both theſe 
OEconomies. In the Firſt, the Law was 
external ; and the Obedience paid to it was 


* + 'Ou 38 beg Sadie Mavic, N Yodupdſe, pac 
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an external Obedience in Compariſon of that, 


Which was wrought in the Heart by the 


Holy Ghoſt, in the Goſpel Diſpenfation: And 
therefore the Glory of the Firſt, in the Face of 
Moſes, was an external Glory, affecting the 
„and of a ſhort Continuance like the 
Body it ſelf, and not to be extended beyond 
that OEconomy. But in the Second, where 
the Spirit of God influences the Heart, and is 
always. —_— with the faithful Chriſtian 
to perfect his Obedience; where the Rule is 
inward, ſpiritual, and eternal, and the Perſon, 
regenerated by the Holy Ghoſt, is + himſelf 
eternal; there the Glory wrought by the 
Spirit of. God, which is * the Spirit of Glory, 
is an inward Glory rooted in the Soul, no leſs 
than an oztwerd one illuſtrating the Body: It 
is of an eternal Duration like the Soul it ſelf, 
and as much ſuperiour in Degree of Bright- 
neſs to the Firſt Glory, as the Diſpenſation of 
the Spirit js ſuperiour in Power to that of 
the Letter. V. 13, 14, 15. He deſcribes, as 
the Dr. obſerves, the Blindneſs of the Fews 
in not ſeeing thro? the Types and Figures of 
the Old Teſtament,” which Vail of Blindneſs i 
done awny in Chriſt; that is, by the Holy 
Ghoſt given by Chriſt: Which will entire- 
ly remove away-the-Blindneſs from their 
Hearts, and make them clearly fee, that 
Jeſus Chriſt is the End of their Law. 


* T3 F Ntw TV) ue 4 Pet iv. 14. 
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V. 16. Nevertheleſs, when it ſhall turn tb 
the Lord, the. Vail ſhall be talen away, that 
is, when the Heart, or Underſtanding, 
and Will, ſhall ſubmit to the Convict ions 
and Impreſſions of God's Hol) Spirit, ſo 
as to believe in Chriſt, be baptized into 
his Name, and receive, by Impoſition of 
Hands, the Meaſure of the Spirit allotted 
to the Church in its preſent Circumſtances: 
Then ſhall the Vail be taken away, and they 
ſhall diſcern that, according to the Types 
and Figures of the Law, the Glory of the 
Spirit, or the Spirit of Glory, was to reſt upon 
Chriſt, or upon the human Nature of the 
Son of God, thro” the Sufferings of the 
Croſs; and does reſt upon him, and is ma- 
nifeſted in him to all Eternity; and that the 
End of his coming and converſing in the 
World, was to obtain this Glory in his own 
Humanity, to purchaſe it for others, and to 

ut them in Poſſeſſion of it when their Obe- 
— ſhould be accompliſhed. The learned 
Dr. indeed, p.194. underſtands the Lora, v.16. 
to be Chri/t ; but it appears from v. 17. that 
He is the Spirit: Tho? it is true, that he, 
who turns to the Lord the Spirit, turns unto 
Chriſt, the Spirit leading him to Chriſt. But 
then he muſt firſt come to the Spirit, or open 
his Heart to its firſt Impreſſions, that it may 
bring him unto Chriſt; who, in return, will 
pour upon him the Spirit in larger Mea- 
ſure, than he had E : For the _— 

2 « 
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and the Son convert Sinners, and bring them 
to themſelves, by the Means of the Spirit 
operating upon their Hearts. 

V. 17. Nom the Lord is that Spirit, that is, the 
Lord, to whom the Hearts of the Jems are to 
turn, or to whoſe Convictions and Impreſhons 
theic Underſtandings and Wills are to ſubmit 
themſelves, is that Spirit, of whom the Apo- 
ſtle had been ſpeaking from the Beginning 
of the Chapter; and who has been already 
ſthewn to be the Holy Ghoſt. And this is the 
joynt Sentiment of the following Writers, 
Athanaſ.. Epiſt. 1. ad Serap. F. 6. de Trinit. & 
Fpiritu Santto. d. 17. tho? he interprets it of 
the Son, Orat. 1. cont. Ar. &. II. Baſil. de Spirit. 
Sanclo. c. 21. Greg. Myſſen. cont. Eunom. Orat. 6. 
p. 186. Chryſoſt. Theodorit. in Loc. The 
learned Dr. interprets it thus, p. 195.“ This 
Lora, even Chriſt, is that Spirit which the 
„ Apoſtle had been ſpeaking of thro' the 

„ whole: Chapter. But if the Dr. by 
Lord and Chriſt, means a Divine Perſon, and 
if the Spirit be the Holj Ghoſt, as appears be- 
fore; the Dr. in aſſerting Chriſt to be the 
der does, in effect, fall into that Confu- 

ion of Perſons, which he endeavours to 
charge upon others: For I know no one In- 
ſtance in the Sacred Writings, in Which the 
Son is called the Spirit of the Living God, as 
the Spirit is in this Chapter, v. 3. Chriſt, 
indeed, as He was the laſt Adam, or the Son 
of Man, born of a Virgin, was made a quicken- 
1 3 F 1 ing 
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ing Spirit, 1 Cor. xv. 45. but it was by re- 
ceiving the Fulneſs of the Spirit, Iſa. xi. 2. 
John ili. 34. in Oppoſition to Adam, who 
Wanted that Fulneſs. The Spirit alſo is ſaid 
to ſpeak in Chriſt, Rev. 11, & iii. becauſe the 
Holy Ghoſt, who wrought by his Hands, 
Matt. xii. 28. ſpake by his Lips, I/. Ixi. 1. 
Lake iv. 18. but in no Place is the Word ſaid 
to be the Spirit, or the Holy Ghoſt. If the 
Dr. does not mean a Perſon by Lord, Chriſt, 
and the Spirit: But that they are the con 
or Doctrine of Chriſt, the End, Deſign, final In- 
tent, or full Meaning and Signification of the 
Law, as he expreſſes himſelf in the ſame 
Page, I think there is but little need of Rea- 
ſoning to ſhew, that this falls ſhort of the 
Mind of the Apoſtle. - For let us put any 
of theſe ſynonymous Terms in the Place of 
the Spirit, and ſee how it will run in the 
Context of the Epiſtle; as for Inſtance, let 
the following Words, Je are— the Wer of 
Chriſt—— written not with Ink, but with the Spi- 
rit of the Living God; not in Tables of Stone, &c. 
Be read thus, Je are the Epiſtle of Chriſt, writ- 
ten not with Ink, but with the Deſign of the Law 
of the Living God. Such a Style, I dare ſay, 
would appear harſh and uncommon to the 
Reader; but if we underſtand the Spirit to 
be the Holy Ghoſ?, the Senſe is eaſie, and the 
whole is an Allufion to an Epiſtle written 
with Pen and Ink, and to the firſt Covenant 
written «por Stone; that is, the Heart An- 
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ſwers to the Parchment that is written upon, 
and to the Tables of Stone ; and the Spirit of 


the Living God, writing upon the Heart, An- 


ſwers to the Pen aud Int of the Perſon wri- 
ting, and to the Finger of God mriting upon the 
Stone, | Exod. xxxi. 18. for the Spirit is called 
the Higer of God in Lake xi. 20. compared 
with Matt. xii. 28. whence it appears, that 
the End and Deſign of the Lam, Which is the 
Hoſpel of Chriſt, is the thing written on the 
Heart, not the Spirit writing: Now the 
Thing written, differs from the Spirit wri- 
ting it; the Spirit therefore is not the End 
ana Deſign of the Law, as it ſtands for the 
Goſpel of Chrift, or the Thing written: But 
is the Divine Agent, or Principle, that en- 
lightens the Heart, and gives it the Know- 
ledge of the Goſpel of Chriſt, which is the End 
of the Law, 20 8 | 

And where the Spirit of the Lord is, there i- 
Liberty, that is, where the Spirit of the Lord, 
pr of God the Father, enlightens the Under- 
ſtanding, and diſpoſes the Will to comply 
with its Dictates; there the Perſon is free 
from Ignorance, Error, and Sin. For it is 
the Paraclete, the Spirit of Truth, a Divine 
Perſon diſtinct from the Father, and the 
don, that guides us into all Truth, John xvi. 13. 
1 John ii. 27. making us to confeſs, That Je- 
Jus is the Lord: Or, That Jeſus Chriſt is come 
in the Fleſp, 1 Cor. xii. 3. 1 John iv. 2, 
Which Truth manifeſted by the Spirit makes 
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V. 18. But we all with open Face beholding as 
in a Glaſs the Glory of the Lord. This is ſpo- 
ken in Oppoſition to the unbelieving Iſrae- 
lites, who, by Reaſon of the Vail of Igno- 
ranee upon their Hearts, could not diſcern 
Jeſus Chriſt to be the End of their Law. But 
we Believers, ſays he, having the Vail of 
Ignorance and Error removed from our 
Hearts by the Holy Ghoſt enlightning them, 
do behold, in the * Glaſs of the + Law, or 1n 
the Types and Figures of it, that not only 
the Sufferings of Chriſt were repreſented in 
it, but alſo the End of thoſe Sufferings, the 
Manifeſtation of the Glory of the Lord in the 
Face of Jeſus Chriſt, or the Manifeſtation 
of the || Glory of the Spirit in the Humanity of 
Chriſt perfected thro? Sufferings; the Know- 


bus the Chriſtian Law is compared to a Glaſs, James i. 23, 
25. f *Avaruwgavuuire eng Wy Tis KaKpupaprevors 
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ledge of which: Glory. in the Face of Chriſt, 
being founded upon the Scriptures, is im- 
proved into Viſion, by our obtaining thro? the 
Spirit a Lot or Portion in the ſame Glory. 
The learned Dr. underſtands, by the Glory 
of the Lord, p. 197. The clear and glorious 
« Manifeſtation of the Will of God by the 
4 'Goſpel.” For the Proof of which he cites 
ſeveral Scripture Paſſages. But tho? the Will 
af God be clearly and gloriouſiy manifefted by the 
Goſpel, yet does not this Interpretation ſeem 
to come up to the Mind of the Apoſtle ; 
Firſt, Becauſe the Scripture Paſſages brought 
by the Dr. prove mare than his Interpreta- 
tion amounts to, and relate either to the 
Brightneſs and Glory of the Humanity of 
Chriſt: Or, to that Portion of Glory, which 
the Saints ſhall enjoy under Chriſt their 
Head, in the Kingdom of Heaven. Thus 
Rom. ix. 23. The * Riches of his Glory is, as 
the Context ſhews, that Fulneſs of Glory, un- 
to which he had afore prepared the Veſſels of Mercy, 
by Tryals and Afflictions; for God has de- 
termined, in bringing many Sons unto Glory, to 
- make them perfect, like their Great Captain, 
thro" Sufferings, Heb. ii. 10. Ron. viii. 17. 
In like manner are we to interpret, The 
Riches + of the Glory of this Myſtery among the 


* Divitiæ autem Glorie ſunt dignitas multiplex præparata 
credentibus Ambroſ. In Loc. : "On Ti en md Xex 
er joe. I Signs” Tim  digns I quaompiey I tins 
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Gentiles, Col. i. 27. The Myſtery is the Word 
of God, v. 25,26. The Myſtery among the' 
Gentiles, is the Word of God relating to the 
Salvation of the Gentiles, that they ſhould 
be co-heirs with the Jews, Epheſ. iii. 3, 6. 
which was concealed from the World until 
that time, ibid. v. 5. Coloſſ. 1. 26. The Riches 
of the Glory is Chriſt; for ſo the Verſe goes on, 
which is * Chriſt in you, the Hope of Glory. 
'Fhat is, God would have the Saints, or 
the Holy Apoſtles and Prophets among the 
Jems, Epheſ. iii. 5. who were ignorant of the 
Salvation of the Gentiles, Acts x. 45. xi. 2, 3, 
18. know, that the Gentiles had an Intereſt 
in the Goſpel no leſs than they: That it Was 
to be preached to the Gentiles, to the End 
that they alſo might believe in Chriſt, in 
whom the Riches of Glory, and te Fulneſs 
of the God head dwells, c. ii. v. 9. And from 
whom A the Spirit of Glory was to be deri- 
ved to them, no leſs than to the Jem, ac- 
cording to John xvii. 20, 22, 24. And there- 
fore He is called the || Hope of Glory,” becauſe 
that Glory, which Believers hope for, is to be 
derived from him as the Head of the Church, 
and as the Fountain of Honour and Glory to 
its Members. So that the Myſtery, or the 
Goſpel preached to the Gentiles, is not, as the 
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the — ol lead or 420 cen that 
Hory ; and the Knomledge or Contemplation 
of the Glory of God, or of the Riches of God's 
| Glory, in the Face of Jeſus Chriſty and the En- 
Ig ment of it -afterwards, when Kyowledge 
all be conſummated, and end in Viſion, is 
the End and Reſult of promulging the G 
pel, or the Means of Salvation to the Gen- 
tile Nations. The Citation out of John i. 
14. The Glory as of the only begotten of the Father, 
full of Grace and Truth, relates to the Glory.of 
the Word in the Humanity of Chriſt, which 
the Apoſtles either ſpiritually diſcerned by the 
Operation of the Holy Ghoſt, as * Euſebius 
ſeems to underſtand it: Or ſaw at his Tranſ- 
urat ion upon the Mount: Or were con- 
vinced of by its + Efects, as St. John ſays, 
c. ii. 1 1. This beginning of Miracles did Jeſus in 
Cana of Galilee, and manifeſted forth his Glory. 
And the Paſſage out of 2 Cor. iv. 4. ſhould 
be rendered thus, Left the Light of the Goſpel 
the Glory of Chriſt, who is the Image of God, 
ould ſhine unto them, that is, as it is explain- 
ed, . G. of the Glory of God in the Fare of 
Jeſas Chriſt ; the Knowledge of which Glory 
is obtained by the Goſpel. So that this be- 
longs to the Glory of God the Father, mani- 
feſted in the Humanity of the Son: Who, as 
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He is the Mord, is the Image of the Father; 
for the Glory of the Father thro? the Word ig 
the Holy Ghoſt, is manifeſted in the Humanity 
of Chriſt. The Words of the 6th Verſe I 
will paraphraſe thus, God, who (at the Cre- 
ation) commanded the Light (this viſible 
Light) to ſhine out of Darkneſs, hath (in or- 
der to redeem us out of Spiritual Darkneſs) 
ſhined in our Hearts (by the Light of his Holy 
Spirit) to give us the Light of the Knowledge 
of the Glory of God in the Face of Jeſus Chriſt, 
that is, that in the Light of the Spirit we 
might have an intellectual View of the G. 
of God; which the Humanity of Chriſt is filled 
with thro” Sufferings : And be aſſured, that 
by the ſame Means, we our ſelves alſo may 
attain to a Portion of the ſame Glory, 

The ſecond Reaſon, why I believe that 
the Glory of the Lord imports more, than the 
clear aud glorious Manifeſt ation of the Will of God 
by the Goſpel, is, that the beholding with the 
Face unvailed the Glory of the Lord, is made 
to anfwer Moſes's beholding the Lord with 
the Face anvailed; and is oppoſed to the 
Iſraelites beholding the Glory of the Lord in 
the Face of Moſes thro a Vail. As then Mo- 
ſes beheld the real and true Glory of the Lord, 
or the viſible Brightneſs that indicated his 
Preſence: And as this real Glory and viſible 
Brightneſs reflected from, or ſhining in the 
Face of Moſes, was vailed from the Jews: So 
the Glory of the Lord, mentioned by the _ 
ſtle, 
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ſtle, can be nothing leſs than the real and 
true Glory of God, or than the viſible Bright- 
neſs _— his Preſence ; for the Com- 
pariſon is made between the Law and the 
Goſpel, to ſhew the Advantages of the latter 
above thoſe of the former: To inſtruct the 
Reader, that the Glory of the one is more ex- 
cellent and durable than that of the other ; 
and therefore, if the Glory of the Law be the 
viſible Glory of the Divine Preſence, or that 
which reſulted from it, the Glory of the Goſpel 
can be nothing leſs than a vi{ibleGlory,or bright 
Indication of the Divine Preſence. So that 
the Meaning is, that by the Light of the 
Holy Ghoſt, we both ſee in the Types and 
Figures of the Law, and are convinced thro? 
the Goſpel, that he Glory of the Lord was in- 
tended to reſt, and does really reſt in the 
Perſon of Chriſt thro' the Sufferings of the 
Croſs; by means of which Conviction we 
_ contemplate thro' Faith this Divine Glory: 
And by the Power of the Spirit, and Perſe- 
verance 1n well doing, attain at laſt to ſuch 
Purity of Heart, as to ſee him as He is, Matt. 
v. 8. John iii. 2. and ſhine our ſelves in the 
{ame Glory, | 

Are changed into the * ſame Image, are now, 
thro? the Contemplation of Faith accompa- 
nied with Obedience, gradually changed, and 
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ſhall hereafter be fully changed, by the Power 
of the Holy Ghoſt, into the ſame Image, when 
He ſhall change the Body of our Humility, that 
it may be faſhioned like to the Body of his Glory, 
Phil. iii. 21. This change, I fay, is begun 
nom after an inviſible manner, the Spirit of 
Glory actually reſting upon us, 1 Pet. iv. 14. 
but ſhall be fully compleated in a future State, 
when, according to our Saviour's Petition, 
John xvii. 24. We ſhall be with him where He 
is, that we may behold his Glory which God hath 
given Him. For theGlory, whichGod gave Him, 
He hath given us, ver. 22. And wheg, ac- 
cording to St. John, x Epiſt. iii. 2. We ſhall 
be like him at his Appearance, becauſe we ſhall 
fee him as He is. 

From Glory to Glory, that 1s, gradually from 
leſſer Degrees of Glory in the Fleſh, to the 
laſt Degree of Glory at the Reſurrection ; 
from the leſſer Communications of the Spirit 
of Glory now, to the full Communication of 
it at Chriſt's ſecond coming. 

Even as by the Lord the Spirit, This 
gradual, and finally compleat Change, is 
wrought in us by the Spirit of Glory, or by 
the Holy Ghoſt * the Lord, who reſts origt- 
nally in the Humanity of Chriſt, and is de- 
rived from Him to every Believer. 

P. 201. The learned Dr. makes ſome Ob- 
jections to the Interpretation I give in my 
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firſt Anſwer, and ſays, That the Word 
« Lord, v. 17. cannot poſſibly ſignify the 
« Holy Ghoſt, which, he thinks, is very evi- 
« deat from the following Conſiderations.” 

Firſt, The whole Scope and Connection 
4 of the Apoſtle's Diſcourſe from the Begin- 
« ning of the Chapter to the End, is very 
4 clear, natural, and elegant, according to 
« the Explication he has given of it 
& Whereas, according to mine, the whole 
« is made intricate and obſcure.” Which 
J leave to the judgment of the Readers; 
ſome of whom perhaps may be of a differ- 
ent Opinion, and think the Interpretation 
I give to be more agreeable to the Mind of 
the Apoſtle, and the Analogy of Scripture, 
which is the Rule of interpreting, than that 
of the Dr. 

The Second Conſideration, which mult be 
examined into, is, That the Context im- 
« mediately going before, and follow ing, 
« neceflarily determines the word, Lora, 
« in the 17th Verſe, to ſignify Chriſt, ? 
His Reaſons are, That, v. 14. the Vail of 
“ Ignorance # done away in Chriſt, That, 
« v.16. to turn to the Lord that the Vail may 
« be taken away, evidently means, being con- 
« werted to Chriſt, That therefore, v. 17. 
« jt is moſt manifeſt, that the word, Lord, 
« muſt mean that very ſame Lord, who 
« is ſpoken of in the 16th Verſe; and 
« who, in the 14th Verſe, is expreſly called 
| « Chriſt.” 
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« Chriſt.” Thus far the Dr. And I readily 
grant, that the Lord, v. ). is the ſame wit 

the Lord, v. 16. but deny him to be the 
Perſon, who, in the 14th Verſe, is expreſly 
called Chriſt. For the Meaning of the Words, 
which Vail, is done away in Chriſt, v.14. is 
this, That it is done away by the Spirit given 
us by Chrift, and working in us the Faith of Chriſt. 
Which Spirit, as I have obſerved before, 
is ſent for this purpoſe to guide 5 into all 
Truth, John xvi. 13. and bring us unto Chriſt, 
by working in'us the Faith and Love of his 
Name; the Father and theSon converting us 
by the Spirit, and the Spirit leading us to the 
Father and the Son. And therefore, v. 3. 
we are called the Epiſtle of Chriſt, becauſe 
our Hearts are written upon, that 1s, enlight- 
ened and influenced' by the Spirit * of __ 
or, of the Living God, which is the Holy 
Ghoſt. Agreeable to which Doctrine are 
the following Words, v. 16. That when the 
Heart ſhall turn to the Lord, that is, when it 
ſhall ſubmit to the Convictions and Impreſ- 
fions of God's Holy Spirit, the Vail of Igno- 
rance ſhall be taten away, that is, done away by 
the Spirit of Chriſt, or Holy Ghoſt ; fo that 
Mea ſhall believe and confeſs, in the Light 
of the Spirit, that Jeſus Chriſt is the Son of 
God perfe&ed, or glorified thro? Sufferings. 
For turning to the Lord in its immediate Senſe, 
cannot be turning to Chriſt ; becauſe, in the 
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next Verſe, the Lord is declared to be that 
Spirit, which the Apoſtle had been ſpeaking 
of, and which appears from v. 3. to be the 
Holy Ghoſt : Tho? ſecondarily and conſequen- 
tially it is turning to Chriſt ; becauſe, in turn- 
ing to the Spirit, we turn to Chriſt, to whom 
the Spirit leads us. And the Truth of this 
Explication will appear more evident, if we 
place the Words of the 16th and 17th 
Verſes after the following Manner, Never- 
theleſs, when the Heart ſhall turn to the Lord, 
which is that Spirit, (or, the Spirit of the Living 
God, v. 3. of which he had been ſpeaking 
in the former Part of the Chapter) the Vail 
ſhall be talen away. Which ſhews, that the 
Term Lord relates to the Spirit, or Holy 
Ghoſt: And teaches us after what manner 
the Vail is done away in Chriſt, namely, by 
turning to the Holy Ghoſt, or Spirit of Chriſt. 
The Þr. adds one further Reaſon againſt my 
Interpretation, which is, if the Word Lora, 
in the foregoing Words, v. 16, 17. ſignifies 
the Holy Ghoſt, then the Spirit of the Lord 
would be much the ſame with the Spirit 

the Holy Ghoſt; or, the Spirit of the Spirit itſelf. 
That is, becauſe the Lord ſignifies the Holy 
Ghoſt in the Two preceding Sentences, it 
mult ſignify the Holy Ghoſt in the Third alſo. 
But the Truth is this, the Term Lora, like 
the Term * God, is to be underſtood of dif- 
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ferent Perſons according to the Circum- 
ſtances of the Context; {0 that in the Two 
firſt Sentences,” it ſignifies the Holy Ghoſt, 
and in the Third, God the Father, 14 

The Third Conſideration is, that the Holy 
Ghoſt. is never called Lord in the Old and 
New Teſtament. But this is what I have 
been endeavouring to prove from the Old 
Teſtament, under N. 1056. in my Firſt, and 
this Second Anſwer; and from the New Je- 
ſtament, under this preſent Article. With 
what Succeſs let the Reader judge. 


'MCCXI. Matt. xxviii. 19. Baptiſing them 
in the Name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghoſt, . 


The learned Dr. p. 205. ſays, © That to 
& be baptized into the Name of the Father, and 
« of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt, is to be 
« baptized into the Profeſſion of our Belief.” 
But, I conceive, this Account to be too ge- 
neral, and that the Words rather mean, 
that the baptized Perſons were taken thro 
Baptiſm into a Communion with the Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, (1 John i. 3.) in 
whom they had profeſſed their Belief be- 
fore; that is, they received thro* Baptiſm a 
real, quickening, and regenerating Power, 
from the joynt Influence of the Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt, which is called their Name; 
by which Power, or * the Divine Image 

im- 
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290 The True Scripture Doctrine 
impaired thro Sin was reſtored in them, and 
their Natural Powers perfected and affiſted 
to conform the Man in all his Operations 
to the Divine Will, Phil. ii. 13. that the 
Father thro? the Son in the Holy Ghoſt might 


be all in all, 1 Cor. xv. 28. Epheſ. i. 23. Col. 


Hi. xx. Or, as Chriſt himſelf expreſſes it, I 
in them, and thou in me, that they may be made 
perfect in one, John xvii. 23. For that 
Name ſignifies Power, I have already ſhewn 
N.597. from Acts iv. 7. iii. 16. And this 
Name, or Power of the Trinity, I conceive, 
is the Cauſe of that, which is called by 
our Church, the inward and ſpiritual Grace 
of Baptiſm, namely, « Death unto Sin, and 
a nem Birth unto Righteouſneſs. As for the 
Latin Sentence of C. Alexandrinus, I think, 
it is of ſome Authority, till it can be proved 
to be ſpurious, or a bad Tranſlation. | 


MCCXLVIII. 1 John v. 7. For there are 
Tuhyree that bear Record in Heaven: The 

Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghoſt ; 
and theſe Three are One. 


1 * 
* 1 


The learned Dr. has theſe Wor ds, p. 207. 


« How the Miſtake aroſe concerning Ste- 


« phen's Manuſcripts, I have ſhewn at large 
« in my Letter to Dr. Wells, p. 43. and Dr. 
« Mills himſelf fully acknowledges it in his 
& Prolegomena, p. 117.” What Dr. Mills ac- 
knowledges, by way of Miſtake, in his Pro- 


legomena, 
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legomena, is no more than this: That whereag 
Robert Stephens had collated the Text of the 
New Teſtament with Fifteen Manuſcripts, and 
had noted Seven of them in the Margin, in 
which the Terms, 2» 7 gear, were want- 
ing to the Seventh Verſe of the 5th Chapter 
of the Firſt Epiſtle of St. John: He thence 
inferred, that the other Eight Manuſcripts 
had the Seventh Verſe with thoſe Words in 
it; when, indeed, thoſe Seven, noted in the 
Margin, were the only Manuſcripts that 
had the Epiſtle of St. John. In which Words 
there is no Acknowledgment of a Miſtake 
made in relation to the Texts being found in 
the Seven Manuſcripts : But in relation to 
his Opinion, that it was entire in the other 
Eight. ; The Dr. in his Letter to Dr. Wells, 
is of Opinion, that a zgex»s ſtands for the 
remaining Part of the Seventh Verſe, and 
the Beginning of the Eighth: So that the Re- 
ference to the Seven Manuſcripts is to ſhew, 
that the Teſtimony of the Father, the Word, and 
the Holy Ghoſt, was wanting in them. But 
this Conjecture of the Dr. is contrary, Firſt, 
to the printed Copy, which ſeperates «A 
Segr from the reſt of the Text by two Se- 
micircles, as an Indication, that this Part of 
the Verſe only, and no more, was wanting 
in the Manuſcripts ; whereas otherwiſe the 
Second Semicircle muſt have been placed 
near the Middle of the Eighth Verſe. Seconds 
dy, It is contrary to a 9 Note in a La- 
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tin Edition of the Bible, by Robert Stephens, 
Arno 1545. in which the triple Teſtimony 
of the Father, Word, and Holy Ghoſt, is left 
out, and the Reading is thus; Quoniam tres 
fant qui Teftimonium dant, Spiritus, & Aqua, 
& Sanguis, & hi tres unum ſunt : Upon which 
Reading, after Quoniam, c. (which ſtands 
tor, Quoniam tres ſunt qui Teſt imonium dant, 
found in the Text:) He adds in the Margin, 
Pater, Verbum, Q Spiritus Sanctus, & hi tres 
unum ſunt, & tres ſunt qui Teſtimonium dant 
in terra, Spiritus, Oc. ſic legunt quædam ex- 
emplaria Græca. In which Words, as he 
affirms, that the threefold Teſtimony of 
Father, Word, and Holy Ghoſt, was found 
in ſome Greet Manuſcripts : So does he give 
you the Reading in ſuch a Manner, as 
thews, that e r gx», and that only, 
was left out in the Seventh Verſe; for 
we need not doubt but that theſe very 
Manuſcripts were a Part of thofe, which he 
rat uſed in his Greek Editions, this 
Latin one being publiſhed but a Year before 
the Firſt of the Greek ones. Whether, in- 
deed, he had all the Seven Manuſcripts at 
this time is uncertain; but, I think, no 
doubt can be made but he had the Four 
out of the French King's Library. Thirdly, 
It is contrary to the Remarks of Beza, in 
his Edition of the Teſtament, printed by Ro- 
bert Stephens himſelf, Anno 15 56. who ſays 
of the Seventh Yerſe in general, Legit Hiero- 
* | 1 Din, 
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, legit Eraſmus in Britannico Codice & in 
Complutenſi Editione, legimus & nos in non» 
nullis Robert; noſtri veteribus libris. Von con- 
venit tamen in omnibus inter iſtos codices, nam 
Britannicus lepit fine Articulis aſhę, AH, 
5 vel lac) in noſtris vero legebantur Arti- 
culi, & præterea etiam additum erat Sancti 
Epitheton Spiritui, ut ab eo diſtingueretur, cujus 
fit mentio in ſequenti verſiculo, quiq; in terra col- 
locatur. Where he affirms, that he read 
the Seventh Verſe himſelf in fome ancient 
Books of Robert Stephens, that is, Greek 
Books, becauſe the Greek Articles were found 
in them before TIz!hs, AIG, Oc. Which 
ancient Greek Books could be no other than 
Manuſcripts, becauſe no Printed Copies, at 
that time, could be called ancient, the Firſt 
of them, which was the Complutenſian, 
being no more than about Forty-two Years 
old. And the ſame Beza, in his Note upon e 
To ex, ſays, Hoc deerat in ſeptem vetuſtis 
codicibus, the fame without doubt with he 
ancient Books of Robert Stephens, in which 
he himſelf had read the Seventh Verſe; fo 
that it is evident, that not the Teſtimony of 
the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghoſt, but 
this Part only, namely, e T6 gg, was 
wanting in the Seven Manuſcripts of Ste- 
phen's. And, indeed, had Bega been miſta- 
ken in this particular; Robert, who printed 
the Teſtament, and the Notes of Bega, would, 
doubtleſs, have ſet him right. 
| U 3 The 
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The learned Dr. ſays in the ſame Page, 
That Eraſmus himſelf, who is the only 
* Perſon that mentions the Britiſʒh Manu- 
« ſcript, declares, at the ſame time, that 
« he did not believe there was any ſuch 
« Thing,” What Eraſmus declares, in his 
Notes upon the Place, is this, That he ſuſ- 
pected the Britiſb Manuſcript was corrected by 
the Latin Copies, ad noſtros eſſe correctum; 
but not a Word of his disbelieving there 
was any ſuch Manuſcript. In his Apolog 
to Stunica he ſays much the fame, That A 
ſuſpected ad Latinorum Codices fuiſſe caſtiga- 
tum; but this was all. And in his Re. 
ſponſio de Triait. he calls it, Codex Recentior; 
but ſays no more, Neither, indeed, can J 
believe, till I ſee it proved, that Eraſms 
could have been, either ſo anſiucere as to in- 
ſert a Paſſage upon the pretended Authori 
of a Manuſcript, which he did not think 
was in being, that is, upon no Authority 
at all; or, ſo weak, as to own, at the ſame 
time, that there was no ſuch Authority. 

In Anſwer to p.210. I muſt obſerve, that 
the Words cited by the Dr. out of my firſt 
Anſwer, p. 137. are not a Conceſſion, that 
the Text was never found in any Greet Ma- 
nuſcripts; but a Repetition of the Dr's 
Words uſed, N. 1248. of the Scripture- 
Doctrine. By which, and what follows, I 

ave the Reader to underſtand, that ſince 
he Pr. Was pleaſed to declare, that this 
ee r ee eee Paſſage 
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Paſſage does not certainly appear to have 
been found in the Text of any Greek Manu- 
ſcript. (in his Opinion,) it ought as freely 
to be declared, that it appears to have been 
found in the African Cppies. For, as I ve- 
rily believe that St. Cyprian referred to the 
foregoing Paſſage, when he ſaid, It * was 
written of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghoſt ; and theſe Three are One: So in 
Conſequence of ſuch a Perſwaſion, I muſt 
believe alſo. that. there were Greek Copies, 
that had the Paſſage in them; ſince, if 
St. Cyprian took it from the Greek, the Thing 
is granted; if from the Latin, it is hard to 
tell, how it ſhould get into the Latin Copies, 
if it had never been in the Greek. For I 
have little Opinion of that Solution of the 
Difficulty, which refers the Words of St. G- 
prian to the Eigheh Verſe, notwithſtanding 
the Authority of Facundus: For the Under- 
ſtanding of which Matter, I deſire the Rea- 
der to conſult the learned Diſſertation of the 
judicious Dr. Mills. | 

I had faid, that the — of the 
Three Divine Perſons appears to have been 
found in the old Latin Verſion, that was uſed in 
the African Church, The learned Dr. tells 
me, p. 210. That Dr. Mills ſhews, that 
the old Latin Verſion had it not.” This 
was, indeed, that Critic's Opinion ; but 

* De Patre, & Filio, & Spiritu Santo Scritum eft : Et hi 
tres unum ſunt, De Vain, Ecclef. 1 

U 4 might 
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might not fome of the African Copies have 
this Amendment? The ſame Dr. Mills, wha 
thinks, that the 1ralic Verſion had it not 
from N 9. is yet of Opinion, p. 743. 
col. 2. p. 746. col. 2. p. 748. col. 2. that thoſe 
eminent Writers, Tertullian and Cyprian, cor- 
rected their Copies by Greet Originals; 
and that ſome few Tranſcripts of thoſe 
corrected Copies were publickly uſed in that 
very Age in ſome of their Churches. And 
in his Prolegomena, 4 59, 60, he tells us from 
St. Auſtin, that th . Church had ſe- 
veral Latin Verſions beſides the Italic, from 
the very Beginning ; whereof ſome were 
made from compleat Originals, and had the 
Teſtimony of the Three Divine Perjone : And 
that Tertullian made uſe of One of theſe Co- 
pies. But after all, it is not improbable, 
that the Italic Verſion was 2 ngy' as 
perfect, as the Dr. ſyppoſes the Greek 
Text was; that the Paſſage in Diſpute 
might as ealily have been dropt out of moſt 
of the Copies after the ſame Manner, as it 
is ſuppoſed to have been dropt, by that 
learned Critic, out of the greater Part of 
the Greek Originals; and ſome of thoſe Co- 
pies, which remained w might have 
come to the Hands of rheſe African Fathers. 
But T ſhall refer the Reader for further In- 
formation to the Notes and Remarks of the 
learned Dr, Mills, who has examined into 
this Matter with great Accuracy, and alſo 
r ET HE * f , to 
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to the Writings of the learned Biſhop Bull. 
for ancient Teſtimonies concerning the Tri-. 
nit) of Perſons in Unity of Nature, What 
T thall do further, is to conclude this Ar- 
ticle with Two or Three Authorities of 
great Weight for the Divinity of the Spirit, and 
the forementioned Unity. Origen, in his 
Comment * upon the Pſalms not yet pub- 
liſhed, uſes a Reaſoning that infers the Di- 
vinity of the Spirit. I will put down his 
Words, and make my Obſervations after- 
wards. 

On 1 13. he has the following 
Expreſſion, 

A right Faith in Kal 5 é mas 
the Adorable and Ho- ggowmris Þ x, ayes 
ly Trinity. re N. | 
And on Pſalm Ixxii. 5, 7. the following, 

You may fay, that *Eimas dy eh 2, 
Men alſo were at + 7 dfpunw mes 

ace with God. For Sv. Ex T# fue 
in the Days of Chriſt yes 5 pmarcele ret- 
the Bleſſed Trinity was a5 dg x, Saiws me g- 
worthily and righte- cur. | 
oully worſhipped. {= 

And in his Comment on Pſal. xcvii. 7. he 
ſuppoſes nothing is adorable, megoxwmm, that 
is not God, The Words are theſe ; 


* Vid. MS. Baroc. + Note, In bis Commentary on 
Se. John, p. 124. Edit. Huet. he has the Terms, ax5owmTis 
Tedd . S 
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D. *Our deg m N- 
s Megoxumoy, 


4 Graven Image. 
is adorable, either be- 


cauſe of its Nature, 


or its Form. If it be 
adorable hecauſe of its 
Nature, let them tell 
me, why all Stones 
are not adorable; if 
becauſe of the Work- 
manſhip, then the 
Form, and not the 
Nature, is the Object 
of Worſhip. But eve- 
ry Form wants a Body 
to ſubſiſt, and God 
wants nothing to ſub · 
ſiſt. The Form there- 


fore is not God. And if it be not God, it & 


1 
br 


7 


not the Object of Worſhip. | 
I then the Holy Trinity be the Object of Wor- 
1 and nothing 

ip (re goxurnſo ) that is not God, the 
Holy Trinity, which is the Object 
is God: And conſequently, the 


is the Object of 


Worſhip, 
oly Ghoſt, 


that is worſbipped in the Trinity, is God alſo. 
Athanaſius, in his Epiſtle concerning the 
Sentiments of Diomſius of Alexandria, 9. 17. 
tells us, that he expreſſed himſelf concern- 
ing the Trinii after the following Manger, 


& \ MES >. * 
Ou me Ne eis 
Te N re F joran 
TAz1yvojuue dA 


Thus we dilate the 
indiviſible Unity, or 
Unit 7 into a Trinity 2 

| And 
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And again recapitu- 5 reh hw 
late, or gather up the d uctoTo 6s Y provdite 
Trinity, which can- * ouſuepancizurle. 
not be diminiſhed, 
into the Unity, or Unit. 

In which Words he plainly affirms, that 
the Unity is maintained in a Trinity of Per- 
ſons without Diviſion, It is true, indeed, 
this manner of ſpeaking was uſed by Mar- 
cellus, and condemned partly by Euſebius in 
his Eccleſiaſtic Theology, Lib. 3. c, 4. who un- 
derſtood it in a Senſe altogether Sabellian; 
and partly by the Synod of Sirmium + for 
the ſame Reaſon. Burt 1t 1s certain, that 
Diomſius, who was ſo ſtrenuous an Oppoſer of 
that Hereſie, as to run into Extreams in afler+ 
ting the Diſtinction of the Divine Perſons, 
could never have uſed it in a Sabellian Senſe. 
And if ſo profeſt and able an Adverſary of 
the Sabellian Cauſe, could hold Three Perſons in 
one undivided Subſtance, as the Words import 
he did, without falling into the Hereſy 
which himſelf . : (For he knew it too 
well, to make uſe of Expreſſions that evi- 
dently inferred it;) why ſhould the Churches 
in theſe latter times, whoſe Faith is the 
ſame with that of Dionyſius, or who profeſs 
their Belief in One God, and Three Perſons, 
or in Three Perſons united in the ſame anai- 
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* See Athan. de Syn. Nic. + See ia Comment on 
the 6th and 7th Anathema. 5 
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300 The True Scripture Doctrine 
vided Subſtance, be thought to be Sabellian 
on account of that Profeſſion, and to be leſs 
capable of oppoſing that Error, by holding 
this Faith, than the learned Dionyſius was, 
who believed the ſame with theſe Chriſtian 
Churches ? Whatever Propriety, or Impro- 
pry may be judged to have been in the 
word TAeluvpe, as applied to the Trinity; 
yet it 15 certain, that before the time of Dio- 
aims, a Term of the like Meaning was 
made uſe of by Tertullian to illuſtrate the 
Generation of the Son out of the Subſtance 
of the Father: For, in his Apologetic, c. 21. 
he ſays, 

Cum Radius & Sole When a Ray is ex- 
porrigitur, portio ex tended from the Sun, 
ſumma; ſed Sol erit #t 14 Part out of the 
in Radio, quia Solis whole; but the Sun is 
eſt Radius: Nec ſepe- in the Ray, becauſe it 
ratur Subſtantia, ſed is the Ray of the Sun: 
extenditur. Ita de Neither is the Sub- 
Spiritu Spiritus, & flance divided, but 
de Deo Deus. extended. In like 

manner is the Spirit 

from the Spirit, and God from God. 
In which Compariſon, Firſt, He makes 
the Divine Subſtance to be indiviſible, as Dio- 
' nyſius does the Monad. Secondly, The Son to 
be the Divine Subſtance, as it were, exten- 
ded, or dilated into a Second Perſon, as Dio- 
uyſius does the Trinity to be the Monad dila- 
ted into Three Perſons, And after the Con- 
TY demnation 
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demnation of this Form, or Manner of 
ſpeaking, Lid. Peleus thought he could uſe it 
in an Orthodox Senſe, notwithſtanding its 
Condemnation; for having mentioned the 
Doctrines of the Jem: and Gentiles, that were 
oppoſite the one to the other, he adds, 
But the moſt right ITA I Tπνννſ ©; 
and true Doctrine is T ay4av Tet rg 
this, that he who | vioogzou eig wan fot- 
dilates (or multiplies) av. owaſew, xp SUI 
the Perſons: (or Sub- W #; £AnSz5z1ov S 
ſiſtences) into a Holy ye. . L. 2. Ep. 143. 
Triad (or the Num- 
ber Three,) recollect or reduce them into 
one Subſtance. 

* in Orat. de Landibus Conſtant. 
p. 618. ſpeaks thus of the Unity and Trinity. 
. Firſt, He ſays, we 

That the Monad, GOtpuorre (punas) er- 
or Unit, is an Image xgra :; dures. x, N- 
of the indiviſible Sub- atixetuams E dAAu 
ſtance, which is di- Sorg. 
ſtinct from all others; 
that is, an Image of the Divine Subſtance. 
Secondly, 

That the Triad 1s Teas It TauTy ovi- 
a-kin to the Monad, ese, ay wont» 
or Unit, being inſe- Tws #, ad\;apel ot. 
perable and indiviſible 

after the ſame Manner. 

That it teaches F= lou xaον,jqf 
quality, as having its wen, ws av #29 % 

S- 
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,, Y TOzuriy Beginning, and Mid- 
bn G.. E. dle, and End, equal, 
v N rubra hne And that theſe are 
2%, Tereyias, , Ga- 'aniImageot the Myſte- 
Auth; TEπν m  rious and all Holy 
and Royal Trinih. 
That is, he would have us u d, 
that the Divine Trinity is indiviſible, like the 
Unity: And that the Three Divine Perſons 
are equal, He adds, 

H A dds, „ That the Trinity 
d ,s gyms mprn- depends upon, or ſub- 
bu. ſiſts by, a Nature 
G16] that has 0 Beginning, 
nor is made. 

Which being equally ſpoken of all the 
Three Perſons, ſhews, that the Nature, or 
Subſtance of the Son, and Holy Ghoſt, is with- 
out Beginning of Daration, and not made, as 
the Subſtance, or Nature of the Father. 
For his deſign ſeems to have been to repre- 
ſent the whole Three Perſons in a View, in 
which 22 were equal, according to the 
Equality affirmed of them before. How this 
agrees with what he ſays of the Spirit & elſe- 
Where, let the Reader judge. And to con- 


clude, he ſays, 
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That (che Trini- Ne T 57m dre 
ty) has the Seeds, r SO, r h 
and Reaſons, and ra g T&; Ae #, T4; 
Cauſes of the Eſſence, d mag df 
or Subſtance, of all al 
created Things. 

Which further excludes the Holy Ghoſt 
out of the Number of the Things that are 
made. 


- 


The Sum of the Doctrine of this 
Third Chapter, uw as follows. 


HAT the viſible Glory is called Je- 
hovah, and the Holy Spirit; and that 
the Holy Spirit is Jehovah, and Lord God, 

N. 1056, 1075, 1132, 1248. 

That ö, as applied to the Divine 
Perſons, ſignifies not a meer Specific Unzty, 
but, az Unity of Perſons in the ſame undivided 
Subſtance, or Eſſence, N. 1056. 

That Blaſpheny againſt the Father, and 
againſt the Son as God, is unpardonable, 
1121. 

That the Name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt, into which the 
Church is baptized, is the quickening and 

rege- 
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As EXTRACT out of Mr. Nelſon's Life | 
of Bipop Bull, pag. 3. Speaking of Biſhop 
Bull, he ſays, 


UT beſides, if he had been filent 
in his Life-time, yet being dead he 
ill ſpeaketh with ſo much Clearneſs and 
« Strength of Reaſon, with ſo maſterly a 
« Knowledge in his own Profeſſion, the 
« beſt of Studies, with ſuch an affecting 
« Pathos, that impreſſeth it upon the Minds 
« of others, and above all, with ſuch an 
„ inward Senſe of Piety and Devotion, 
« the true Chriſtian Unction, in thoſe Ser- 
« mons and Diſcourſes which are now pub- 
& liſhed, that the World would not have 
« been at a Loſs to have fram'd a juſt Idea 
“ of this conſummate Divine, if theſe Re- 
« mains had been the only Works of his, 
« which were to have been conveyed 
« down to Poſterity. | 


And in another Place the ſame learned 
Author gives the Character of Biſhop Beve- 
ridge's Sermons, pag. 75, 76. 

* And now have named this great and 
good Man, I cannot forbear acknowledg- 
« ing the favourable Diſpenſation of Provi- 
« dence to the Age in which we live, in 
p X « bleſſing 
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Diſcourſes, which this truly Primitive 
Prelate delivered from the Pulpit ; And I 
the rather take the Liberty to call it a fa- 
vourable Diſpenſation of Providence, be- 
cauſe he gave no Orders himfelf that they 
ſhould be Printed; but humbl 4 van 
them, as not being Compoſed for the 
Preſs. But this Circumſtance is ſo far 


from abating the Worth of the Sermons, 


or diminiſhing the Character of the Au- 
thor, that to me it ſeemeth to raiſe the 
Excellency of both; becauſe it ſheweth 
at once the true Nature of a Popular 
Diſcourſe, and the great Talent this Pre- 
late had that way. For to improve 
the Generality of Hearers, they muſt be 
taught all the Myſteries of Chriſtianity, 
and the Holy Inſtitutions belonging to 


it; ſince it is upon this true Foundation 


that the Practice of Chriſtian Vertues 
muſt be built, to make them acceptable 
in the Sight of God. And then all this 
muſt be delivered to the People in ſo plain 
and intelligible a Style, that they may 
eaſily comprehend it ; and it muſt be ad- 


dreſſed to them in ſo affecting and moving 


a Manner, that their Paſſions may be 
winged to a vigorous Proſecution of what 
is Taught. If I miſtake not, the Ser- 
mons of this Learned Biſhop anſwer this 
Character; and I am confirmed in this 

„ Opt- 


4 Opinion by the Judgment of thoſe who 
„ are allowed to have the greateſt Talents 
« for the Pulpit, as well as for all other 
« Parts of Learning. He had a way of 
« gaining Peoples Hearts, and touching 
« their Conſciences, which bore ſome Re- 
« ſemblance to the Apoſtolical Age; and 
« when it ſhall appear that thoſe bright 
“ Preachers, who have been ready to throw 
“Contempt upon his Lordſhip's Perfor- 
« mances, can ſet forth as large a Lift of 
“ Perſons whom they have Converted by 
« their Preaching, as I could produce of 
« thoſe who owed the Change of their 
« Lives, under God, to the Chriſtian In- 
« ſtructions of this Pious Prelate, I ſhall 
« readily own that they are ſuperior to his 
« Lordſhip: in the Pulpit. Though, conſi- 
« dering what Learned Works he Publiſhed 
in the Cauſe of Religion, and what an 
« Eminent Pattern he was of true Primi- 
« tive Piety, I am not inclined to think, 
« that his Lordſhip will, upon the whole 
« of his Character, be eaſily equalled by 
_ © any one. 
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